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5347. Also, petition of H. W. Hamilton and 64 other citizens
of Sand Springs, Okla., requesting early action on the Spanish-
American War veterans' pension legislation; to the Committee
on Pensions,

5348. By Mr. FRANK M. RAMEY: Petition of post-office
employees of Carlinville, Ill,, dated March 1, 1930, urging pas-
sage of Senate bill 15; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

5349. By Mr. RAMSPECK : Petition of Ralph Steckel, adju-
tant of the Lee-Roosevelt Camp, No. 6, United Spanish War
Veterans, 1171 Campbelltown Road SW., Atlanta, Ga., and 168
other citizens of Atlanta and Fulton Cowvnty, Ga., in behalf of
Senate bill 476 and House bill 2562, providing for an increase in
the rates of pension for Spanish War veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

5350. By Mr. REID of Illinois: Petition of H. E. Guzeman
and 12 other citizens of Aurora, Ill, urging the passage of
House bill 2562 and Senate bill 476, providing for increased
rates of pension to men who served in the armed forces of the
Unit#l States during the Spanish War period; to the Committee
on Pensions,

5351. Also, petition of William Callahan and 68 other citizens
of Aurora, IlL, urging the passage of House bill 2562 and Senate
bill 476, providing for increased rates of pensions to men who
served in the armed forces of the United States during the
Spanish War period; to the Committee on Pensions,

5352. By Mr. SELVIG: Petition of Minnesota State Game
and Fish Department, favoring passage of House bill 9599, the
purpose of which is to bring under control wild animals in-
jurious to agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture,

5303. Also, petition of Minnesota State Federation of Labor,
urging passage of House bill 7138, the rehabilitation bill, whose
purpose is to assist and train those injured in industry; to the
Committee on Education.

5354. By Mr. SWING : Petition of H. Nathan and 35 residents
of Riverside County, Calif., urging the adoption of Senate bill
476 and House bill 2562 ; to the Committee on Pensions.

5355. By Mr. STRONG of Kansas: Petition of Noah Wigley
and 78 other citizens of Salina, Kans., in support of Senate bill
476 and House bill 2562, providing increased pensions to Span-
ish War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

5356. By Mr. TEMPLE : Petition of Tylerdale Women's Chris-
tion Temperance Union, Washington, Pa., urging the enactment
- of a law for the Federal supervision of motion pictures, estab-
lishing higher standards for films that are to be licensed for
interstate and international commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

5357. By Mr. WAINWRIGHT : Petition of 68 voters urging
passage of legislation to increase pensions of veterans of the
Civil War and the widows of such veterans; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

5358. By Mr. WILSON: Petition of numerous citizens of
Bastrop and Morehouse Parish, La., urging speedy consideration
and passage of Senate bill 476 and House bill 2562; to the
Committee on Pensions.

SENATE
Tuurspay, Marech 6, 1930

(Legislative day of Monday, January 6, 1930)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
Tecess.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Frazier La Follette Simmons
Aghurst George MecCulloch Smith

Baird Glass McKellar Smoot
Barkley Glenn MeMaster Bteck
Bingham Goldshorough MeNa: Stelwer
Black Gould Metca Stephens
Blaine reenc Moses Sullivan
Blease Grundy Norbeck Swanson
Borah Hale Norris Thomas, Idaho
Brock iarris l\se Thomas, Okla.
Brookhart Jarrison Oddie Trammell
Broussard [lastings Overman Tydings
Capper Hatfield Patterson Vandenberg
Carnway Iawes Phipps Wagner
Connally Hayden Pine Walecott
Copeland el Pittman Walsh, Mass.
Conzens Heflin Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Cutting Howell Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Dale Johnson Robsion, Ky. Watson

Dill Jones Schall Wheeler

I Kean snapgand

Fletcher Keyes Shortridge
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Mr. SHEPPARD. The juuior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine]
is necessarily detained from the Senate by illness. I will let this
announcement stand for the day. -

I also desire to announce the necessary absence of the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBiNsoN] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Reep] who are delegates from the United States to
the London Naval Conference.

Mr. SCHALL. My colleague [Mr. SuIpsTEAD] is unavoidably
absent. T ask that this announcement may stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have answered
to their names, A quorum is present.

GRAIN-FUTURES EXCHANGES

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmitting, in further
response to Senate Resolution 40, Seventieth Congress, first
session, part 2 of a report entitled “ Reports by Members of
Grain-Futures Exchanges,” concluding the department’s report
in response to the resolution adopted February 21, 1928, which,
with the accompanying documents, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

USELESS PAPERS IN THE GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Public Printer, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
list of papers and documents in the files of the Government
Printing Office which are not needed or useful in the transaction
of the current business of the office and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting action looking toward
their disposition as waste paper, which was referred to a Joint
Select Committee on the Disposition of Useless Papers in the
Executive Departments. .

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. Moses and Mr.
FrercaER members of the committee on the part of the Senate.

PETITIONS

Mr. BAREKLEY presented a petition of sundry citizens of
McCreary County, Ky. praying for the passage of legislation
granting increased pensions to Civil War veterans and the
widows of veterans, which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. RANSDELL presented the petition of L. R. Garcia and
sundry other citizens of New Orleans, La., praying for the pas-
sage of legislation granting increased pensions to Spanish War
veterans, which was ordered to lie on the table,

Mr, BROOKHART presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Des Moines, Iowa, praying for the passage of legislation grant-
ing increased pensions to Spanish War veterans, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. PATTERSON presented petitions of 337 citizens of the
State of Missouri, praying for the prompt passage of legislation
granting increased pensions to Spanish War veferans, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. BORAH, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to
which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 195) author-
izing and requesting the President to invite representatives of
the governments of the countries members of the Pan American
Union to attend an Inter-American Conference on Agriculture,
Forestry, and Animal Industry, and providing for the expenses
of such meeting, reported it without amendment.

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (8. 686) to amend an
act regulating the height of buildings in the District of Co-
lumbia, approved June 1, 1910, reported it without amendment
and submitted a report (No. 249) thereon.

COTTON CONDITIONS (REPT. NO. 248)

Mr. McNARY (for Mr. TowxsgNn), from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, pursuant to Senate Resolution 152 to
investigate cotton marketing conditions and to make recom-
mendations of measures for the elimination of any influences
tending artifically to depress the price of cotton, submitted a
report thereon, together with a supplementary report by Mr.
HEFLIN. -

REPORT OF POSTAL NOMINATION

Mr. PHIPPS, as in open executive session, from the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads, reported the nomination of
Portia OC. MecAllister to be postmaster at Pitts, Ga., in place of
P. C. MecAllister, which was placed on the Executive Calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. McNARY:

A bill (8. 3823) granting a pension to Jesse D, Walker (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.
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By Mr. FLETCHER

A bill (8. 3824) for the relief of Kavanaugh Investment Co.,
a corporation; and

A bill (8. 3825) for the relief of Kavanaugh Investment Co.,
a corporation ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WHEELER:

A bill (8. 3826) for the rehabilitation of the Bitter Root irri-
gation project, Ravalli County, Mont.; to the Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation.

By Mr. SMOOT:

A bill (8. 3827) to authorize the settlement of the indebted-
mness of the German Reich to the United States on account of
the awards of the Mixed Claims Commission, United States and
Germany, and the costs of the United States Army of Occupa-
tion ; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. PHIPPS:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 151) to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to deliver water during the irrigation season of
1930 on the Uncompahgre project, Colorado; to the Committee
on Irrigation and Reclamation.

AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF BILL

Mr. METCALF submitted amendments intended to be pro-
posed by him to House bill 2667, the tariff revision bill, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed, as follows:

Section 340, on page 337, line 7, after the word “ differences,” change
_ the period to a comma and insert the word “or” and a comma and the

following paragraphs:

“(C) If neither subparagraphs (a) mor (b) apply, then the cost of
production of imported merchandise, which shall be the sum of—

“(1) The cost of materials of and of fabrication, manipulation, or
other process employed in manufacturing or producing such merchan-
dise in the United States at a time preceding the date of exportation
of the particular merchandise under consideration which would ordi-
narily permit the manufacture or production of the particular mer-
chandise under consideration in the usual course of business;

“(2) The usual general expenses (not less than 10 per cent of such
cost) in the case of such merchandise produced in the United States;

“{3) The cost of all containers and coverings of whatever nature,
and all other costs, charges, and expenses incident to placing such
merchandise in condition, packed ready for shipment in the United
Btates; and

“(4) An addition for profit (not less than 8 per cent of the sum of
the amounts found under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subdivision)
equal to the profit whichgordinarily is added in the case of merchan-
dise of the same general character as the particular merchandise under
consideration by manufacturers or producers in the United States who
are engaged in the production or manufacture of merchandise of the
same class or kind.”

On page 384, beginning with line 11, strike out the entire section
and insert the following:

“The consignee or his agent may at the time entry is made, or at
any time before the invoice or the merchandise has come under the
observation of the appraiser, assistant appraiser, examiner, or ex-
aminer's clerk, or person acting as such appraiser, assistant appraiser,
examiner, or examiner’s clerk, for the purpose of examination or ap-
praisement of the merchandise, make in the entry such additions to or
_deductions from the cost or value given in the invoice as, in bis opinion,
may raise or lower the same to the value of such merchandise.”

Section 510, on page 407, after line 9, insert the following section :

“ 8ge. 510. Inspection of exporter's books: If any person, manufae-
turing, produecing, selling, shipping, or consigning merchandise exported
to the United States, fails, at the request of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, or an appraiser, or person acting as appraiser, or a collector, or the
United States Customs Court, or a judge of such court, ag the case may
be, to permit a duly accredited officer of the United States to inspect
his books, papers, records, accounts, documents, or correspondence, per-
taining to the market valoe or classification of such merchandise, then
while such failure continues the Secretary of the Treasury, under regula-
tions prescribed by him, (1) shall prohibit the Importation into the
United States of merchandise manufactured, produced, sold, shipped, or
consigned by such person; and (2) may instruct the collectors to with-
hold delivery of merchandise manufactured, prod¥ced, sold, shipped, or
consigned by such person. If such failure continues for a period of one
year from the date of such instructions, the collector shall cause the
merchandise, unless previously exported, to be sold at public auction as
in the case of forfeited merchandise,”

Section 516 (b), on page 413, line 4, strike out entire subsection (b),
down through page 415, line 18, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“1If an American manufacturer, producer, or wholesaler, or an Amerl-
can labor organization is dissatisfied with the classification of and/or
rate of duty, if any, imposed upon designated imported merchandise
of a class or kind manufactured, produced, or sold at wholesale by him,
he may file a complaint with the Secretary of the Treasury setting forth
his reasons for his objection. Within 60 days of the filing of such com-
plaint, the Secretary of the Treasury shall render and publish his de-
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cision. If the decision of the Secretary is adverse, In whole or in part,
to the American manufacturer, producer, wholesaler, or American lahor
organization, such manufacturer, producer, wholesaler, or American
labor organization may fille, within 60 days after receipt of notice of
liguidation from the Secretary or a collector of customs, with the col-
lector of the port where the imported merchandise was entered, a pro-
test in writing setting forth a description of the merchandise and the
classification and the rate of duty he belleves proper with the same
effect as the protest of an importer, consignee, or agent filed under the
provisions of sections 514 and 515 of this act.

“If an American manufacturer, producer, whole=aler, or American
labor organization is not in possession of information as to the classi-
ficatlon of and/or rate of duty, if any, imposed upon designated jm-
ported merchandise, or of sufficient information as to the entry and
liquidation of imported merchandise to enable him to file a protest,
upon written request, the Secretary of the Treasury or a collector of
customs shall furnish all the necessary information to permit an Ameri-
ean manufacturer, producer, wholesaler, or American labor organization
to perfect the remedy granted by this section.”

FOOD AND CLOTHING ALLOWANCES FOR INDIAN CHILDREN

Mr. McMASTER. Mr. President, on December 4 last Presi-
dent Hoover sent to Congress a special nressage asking for an
emergency appropriation for additional food, clothing, and other
necessities for Indian children. According to his recommenda-
tion, it was understood that the minimum amount to be allowed
per Indian child per day for food was 37.8 cents and the mini-
mum amount for clothing per year per Indian child was to be
$4226. When the bill came over from the House, apparently
recommended by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, according
to the statemrent I have here, it developed that, instead of in-
creasing the food allowance of the Indian children to a minimum
of 37.8 cents a day, it actually increased it only from 20 cents
to 24.1 cents, while it increased the clothing allowance from
$2226 to $27.46, whereas the amount for clothing should have
been $42.26. A statement has been prepared by the American
Indian Defense Association (Ime.), and I am asking that the
full statement may be printed in the REecorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The statement referred to is as follows:

How HooVER'S HUMANITARIAN an:.uu FOR INDIAN CHILDREN Is BEING
ABAXDONED BY His INDIAN COMMISSIONERS—IN A NUTSHELL

The underfeeding and consequent slow starvation of children in the
Indian boarding schools was established beyond question by the report
of the Institute for Government Research issued in 1928.

Following President Hoover's inauguration, a special committee of
experts appointed by the Interior Department reported the necessity
for a minimum food allowance of 37.8 cents a day as against the 20
cents a day then provided for these children.

On De ber 4 last President Hoover sent to Congress a special mes-
sage supporting a request for an emergency appropriation for food,
clothing, and other necessities of the Indian school children, so allocated
as to bring the food allowance immediately up to the minimum of 37.8
cents per day per child and the clothing to a minimum of $42.26 per
child per year.

These allocations were definitely for the balance of the school year of
1930 ; that is, from January 1 to July 1. They were accompanied by
a statement that an additional request would have to be made later
for money to maintain the same standards through 1931,

Hearings on the President’s request were not held before the House
Appropriations Committee until January 30. On that date Indian Com-
missioners Rhoads and Secattergood, the President’s appointees, appeared
before the committee and withdrew the original allocations on the
ground that the elapsed time called for their revision.

If on December 4 allocations could be made to become effective Jan-
vary 1 it is r ble to a that new ones could have been made
January 30, effective March 15.

What happened is told in a nutshell by a statement following.

The result, if allowed to stand, will be that instead of raising the
Indian school child’s feeding allowance from 20 cents a day to the
minimum of 37.8 cents requested by the Presldent during the balance
of this school year, it will be raised from 20 cents to only 24.1 cents a
day. And the clothing allowance, instead of being raised from $22.26
per child per year to the minimum of $42.26 per child per year wiil be
raised only to $27.46 per child per year.

HOOVER'S EMERGENCY RELIEF REQUEST FOR INDIAN CHILDREN AND WHAT
HAPPENED TO IT

. On December 4 President Hoover sent to Congress a speclal message
supporting an emergency request for funds for the relief of Indian
school children for the balance of the fiscal year. On January 30,
before the House Appropriations Committee, Commissioner Rhoads, of
the Indian Bureaun, withdrew the Hoover estimates and allocations and
gubmitted a revised budget request which, if accepted by the Senate,
will divert the appropriations as shown below :
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‘What Hoover asked for from January 1 to July 1, $555,156.

What Rhoads should have asked for from March 15 to July 1, in con-
formity with the Hoover regquest, $301,600.

What Rhoads did ask for and got, $85,000.

Clothing

What Hoover asked for from January 1 to July 1, $252,000.
What Rhoads should have asked for from March 15 to July 1, in con-
formity with the Hoover request, $138,291.
What Rhoads did ask for and got, $30,000.
Balariecs

What Hoover asked for from January 1 to July 1, $189,000.

‘What Rhoads should have asked for from March 15 to July 1, in con-
formity with the Hoover request, $103,708.

What Rhoads did ask for and got, $300,000,

Equipment

What Hoover asked for from January 1 to July 1, $137,844.

What Rhoads should have asked for from March 15 to July 1, in con-
formity with the Hoover request, $75,646.

What Rhoads did ask for and got, $585,000,

WHAT CAN BE DONE

The Senate can amend the deficiency bill to restore the allocations for
food and clothing to those which Rhoads should have asked for.
THE AMERICAN INDIAN DEFENSE ASSOCIATION (INC.).

How Do THE INDIAN CoMMISSIONERS DEFEND THEIR ACTION?

Their first defense is a statement that it is too late to supply emer-
gency relief for 1930.

Commissioner Scattergood told the Senate committee February 27
that even if the Hoover request were now granted it could not be applied
save in small part before 1931.

Yet when the President's requests were made in December, Commis-
sioners Rhoads and Seattergood presented and defended them. The
President’s requests were based on the stated, detailed anticipation and
promise that the food and clothing standard could and would be applied

_ immediately upon the grant of the appropriation, and that the improved
food and clothing standard would be established instantly,

Now Mr. Scattergood says that the warehouses were full in January,
but they are less full to-day. The yuehonaes to-day are stocked for the
100 remaining school days of 1930. The explanation is fictitious.

But the commissioners hold out hope of a partial remedy for the food
situation in the fiseal year 1931. For the clothing, even in 1931, they
hold out no hope.,

For those citizens who are not suffering from slow starvation and
from a lack of a * minimum standard of decency” (Commissioner
Rhoads's words) in clothing, and who are willing to defer their interest
in the children's plight to the fiscal year 1931, we make the following
statement :

Commissioner Scattergood claims (for 1931) that 34 cents per day
can be found for the children's food (nothing for clothing), leaving a
food deficit of about $210,000 a year; a clothing defieit of $420,000.
The food ration, he claims, will be railsed to 34 cents in 1931 through
varlous transfers of funds and through certain increases in the regular
appropriation bill for 1931,

(a) He states that $7 of money not required for salary equalization
under the Welch Act will be used for food. On January 30 last Com-
missioner Rhoads told the House Appropriations Commiitee that not
more than $5 from this source could be used for food. Last autumn, at
the extremely underfed Truxton Canyon School, it was found on inguiry
that none of this fund was being used for food. The fund has been
available since July 1, 1929, No evidence has yet been presented, either
in the public hearings or to us when we have sought Information at the
Indian Bureau, that all or any part of this $7 has been or can be
applied to food.

(b) He states that all of the §15 per caplita increase for the schools
(aside from an equipment grant of $10) contained in the regular appro-
priation bill for 1931 will be applied to food purchase. No evidence has
yet been presented that this whole sum of $15 can be so applied.

{c) He states that more than $200,000 contained in the regular 1931
appropriation, not requested or designated for food, will be transferred
to food purchase. No evidence has been presented that this transfer
actually can be carried out,

The above hopes (a), (b), and (¢) may be realized, but there is as
yet no evidence to show that they are any more than pious hopes, Presi-
dent Hoover asked for cash funds here and now; not for pious hopes
for 1931,

(d) Mr. Scattergood states that the 572 new cows to be bought in
1931 will produce (at the average yield of Indian Bureau cows) milk
with a wholesale value of $118,404 per year. He adds this sum to the
per diem food ration of the children. He assumes a wholesale value of
milk at 8 cents a quart. Our information from official sources is that
milk has a wholesale value of 5 cents a quart. He computes on a 300-
day per year milk yield from each cow. The milk is for the school
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thildren to drink, and there are only 270 school days. Simple arith-
metie results in a figure of $65,33T as the value of the new milk, not
$118,404,

In sum: The commisgioners defend their action by stretching to the
breaking point an optimism not supported by facts which they adduce
and supported by some definitely inaccurate or remarkably improbable
statements of fact,

They profoundly committed themselves to the Hoover standards and
Budget requests; they demanded the instant establishment of what
Hoover demanded. In the face of their abandonment of their own rec-
ord we are not able to share their optimism or their unevidenced assur-
ances, or to have confidence in their undertakings with respect to the
fiscal year 1931.

As for their defense for abandoning the President’s emergency request
for 1930, either that defense is grossly incorrect, or else their original
position in December was grossly incorrect. The two positions are in
direct contradiction. The earlier one was the accurate one,

THE AMERICAN INDIAN DEFENSE ASSOCIATION (INC.).

MarcH 4, 1930.

THE OIL INDUSTRY

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp an article on the oil industry in
the United States written by Maj. W. Scott Heywood, who has
been an oil operator in Louisiana for many years, and who has
the distinction of discovering the first oil well in that State.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

There are five major branches of the oil industry In the United
States :

First, the landowner or royalty owner.

Becond, the producer.

Third, the pipe-line purchasing company.

Fourth, the refining company.

Fifth, the distributor.

We have independent oil companies and major oil companies and indi-
vidual producers.

We who are here to ask for a tariff on crude-oil imports as well as
the by-products therefrom are from branches 1 and 2, to wit, the land
royalty owner and the independent producer,

The question has been asked, What is a major company ?

A major ofl company is a company that either produces oil or uses
a subsidlary for that purpose and purchases crude oil produced by inde-
pendent companies or individuals and royalty owners and refines its
own produced crude oil, together with thag which it purchases, and
makes its profit from the sale of its refined products.

The major company makes a profit from tank-car refinery sales, tank-
wagon deliveries, and retail service station sales; that is to say, the
major company makes its first profit on its refined gasoline and lubri-
cating oils from wholesale tank-car deliveries, Then, it makes another
profit on its sales by tank-wagon deliveries to its own retail service
stations and from its tank-wagon deliveries to other retail service sta-
tions, and added to these profits it makes a profit on its retail filling-
service stations as well, and this is only part of the picture. It makes
a profit from by-products other than gasoline and lubricating oil, to
wit, coal oil, distillate, furnace oil, lubricating oils for the human ma-
chinery, automobile polish, lighter fluid, wax, greases, fuel oll, asphalt,
and too many numerous other by-products that the average person has
never learned of to mention here.

The independent oil-producing company, the individual, and the land
royalty owner sell their crude oil to the pipe-line purchasing company
and owns no refinery ; therefore it only has one profit, if any at all.

Practically all of the pipe-line purchasing companies in the United
States are subsidiaries of a major oil-refining company and post a price
for crude oil as dictated by its parent company.

It is true we have some independent refineries in the United States,
but as a rule they do not own their own pipe lines and do not own
tank-wagon stations throughout the States, nor do they own retail
service stations, and the great bulk of thelr refinery sales are from
gasoline and fuel oil or residue oil,

In other words, their market and profit is from wholesale tank-car
gales, and most of their gasoline is purchased by the larger major
refinery companies.

From the best information we can get and which is generally accepted,
the major companies tank wagon and retail sales amount to about 80
per cent of its gasoline, and the price put on its wholesale refinery
tank-car deliveries is so small that the independent refinery with its one
wholesale profit does not grow to be a major company with but few
exceptions.

The question might be asked, Why do not indep
always sell to independent refineries?

The answer is that the independent refiner only uses a certain amount
of crude per day, and never runs its small pipe line and gathering
system to but few leases in any field, and then only to those that it
may be able to make contracts for a stipulated amount and covering
a long time period, and knowing the danger of the independent refinery

t prod ..
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being put out of business by the major company at any time the major
company desires, the producer is timid in pledging his oil to the inde-
pendent refinery.

It can readily be seen from the above facts that it does not matter
what price the major oil company places on its own ecrude-oil produc-
tion since its profits are made from the refined products through tank
car, tank wagon, and retail service station sales. .

It also is patent that the lower the price pald for crude purchased
by the major company the greater the profit it makes, and as it refines
practically all of its own crude-oil production it has mot suffered by a
low price on ecrude, but, on the contrary, has gained.

Furthermore, we have never seen the books of the parent major
company, nor have we seen the books of the producing subsidiary com-
pany, so we do not know whether the producing subsidiary company
sells its oil at the same posted price that the independent producer
and royalty owner sells his for.

If the producing subsidiary company did sell or does sell at the same
price as the independent and loses money by so doing, as the inde-
pendents are to-day, the parent company ecan afford to keep the pro-
ducing subsidiary in business by financing it, for through such methods
these major purchasing companies during the year 1928 and 1929
brought from independent domestic producers and land royalty owners
around 1,200,000,000 barrels of ecrude oil for approximately one-half of
what it was worth and then sold the refined by-products, such as gaso-
line and lubricating oil, to domestic consumers for practically the same
price the comnsumer paid in 1926, at which time these game major
purchasing companies were paying twice as much for our erude oil, and
further, they exported in 1928, 154,449,000 barrels and in 1929 they
exported 162,275,000 barrels at high prices, ranging from 25 cents to
60 cents per gallon for gasoline; so it pays them to keep the price of
crude oil low, for the profits they make, as stated above, on purchased
oil and their own production is from the refined product.

Bome of our independent leaders have covered this tariff question omn
crude oil and its by-products pretty thoroughly. They have pointed
out the fact that we independents buy our supplies under a protected
market, and they have covered the statistics from the Bureau of Mines
on imports, exports, domestic production, overproduction, supply and
demand, conservation, cooperation in curtailing production, but there
has been a tendency on their part, it seems to me, to show a timidity
in calling a spade a spade, and they have not stressed certain condi-
tions that I feel are very pertinent to this subject, which the public
should know.

They have not stressed the fact that the price quoted im our oil
Journals and press dispatches placed upon this Venezuela crude was
75 cents per barrel laid down on eastern seaboard, and that one of the
reasons for the confiscating price pald our independent producer for
his erude oil was and is that our crude must come in competition with
this 75-cent imported crude.

They have not stressed the fact that this 75-cent quotation did not
mean that this imported Venezuela crude would not be delivered at 75
cents per barrel f. o. b. eastern seaboard to the open market, and that
¥You or I could not buy any of it for that price, and that this 75 cents
per barrel price only covered cost of producing plus water transportation
and does not allow one cent profit.

They have not told you that the companies importing this oil pro-
duced it through their subsidiaries and shipped practically all of it to
the parent company or a subsidiary major company. In other words,
they have not told you that this so-called TH-eent price on Venezuela
oil is a fake price, arbitrarily made for the purpose of bearing the
price of domestic crude which they, the majors, want to purchase at
practically confiscating prices.

They have not stressed the point that most of this so-called T5-centi
imported Venezuela crude is a low-grade crude, and that such methods
used as above are robbing the producer and landowner and some of our
oil States as royalty owners of their high-grade oil through a fake price
on low-grade imported ofl, and that our oil States are losing millions
of dollars through their royalty being sold so cheap, and through uncol-
lected severance tax.

Our delegation has not stressed the point that these major companies
bring these imports into our State, and pay no tax on it because it is
in transit, and through such imports eause a surplus which these major
companies are ealling “United States overproduction,” and also through
this Imported surplus are causing production to be curtafled in the re-
gpective ofl-producing Btates, under the pretext of conservation.

This cuts down the income of our States that rely greatly on
severance or gross production tax, for State funds; and also cuts the
State’s income from its royalty oil sales, and every barrel of oil that
is produced from any of our Btates that 1s sold for less than its in-
trinsic value, is robbing its natural resource, and one time crop, and is
a waste of that natural resource, and all of this without the consumer
receiving any benefit whatsoever.

There is no guestion about who sets the price of crude oil as well as
the price of gasoline and other by-products.

We all know that when the Humble Oil & Refining Co. or the Carter
0il Co. or the Magnolia Petroleum Co., or any of the large major pur-
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' chasing companies set a new posted price on crude oil, that it has been

done by remote control from 26 Broadway, or the Mellon group, or the
Royal Dutch Shell, a foreign corporation.

We all know that the same thing applies to gasoline.

We all know that if an independent service station is willing to retafl
his gasoline at 1 cent or 2 cents less than the major retail service sta-
tion is selling its gasoline, that the major company furnishing the in-
dependent retail service station his gasoline will notify him to put the
price back up or refuse to deliver him gasoline, and we all know that
when a gasoline price war is on that it is done for the purpose of
running some certaln independent retall station out of business.

The reason given out by Mr. Farish, president of the Humble Oil &
Refining Co., for the last cut in the price of erude oil on January 15,
1930, ranging from 25 cents to 41 cents per barrel, was as follows:

“In order to fairly adjust crude-oil prices with prices of petroleum
products.”

He further states:

“In spite of commendable efforts over the past year on the part of
many producers to limit their erude-oil output to the market or refining
demand, and in spite of the fact that these efforts have been comnspicu-
ously sucecessful, an overproduction of ecrude cil exists to-day.”

He goes on:

“The price of gasoline is the dominating factor in determining crude
prices.”

If the price of gasoline is the dominating factor in determining crude
prices, why does gasoline sell to-day practically at the same price it did
in 1926, when these major companies were paying approximately twice
as much for erude? And when you take into consideration that these
major companies are getting a much greater recovery of gasoline out
of a barrel of oil than they did three years ago, this question is all the
more pertinent.

When they cut the price of crude oil they say it is “ to adjust the
price of crude with crude-ofl products ™ and that the “ price of gasoline
is the dominating factor in determining the price of crude.”

Now, let us see if they are consistent.

Down in Louisiana in 1928 the legislature passed an act, at my insti-
gation, making it unlawful to purchase crude oil of a certain gravity
at a lesser rate in dollars per barrel than a 10 to 1 ratio as between
the price of gasoline in cents per gallon.

The Standard Oil Co. filed a suit to set aside this act, and in their
petition before the Federal court they claimed that “ the price of gaso-
Hne had no bearing on the price of crude because of ‘seasonable
demand.’

So we have one branch of the Standard claiming one thing as an alibl
for its cold-blooded act, and another branch of the same parent company
claiming the contrary to get rid of a law that was intended to make
them play fair with the producers and consumers alike.

Our governor, Huey P. Long, the greatest governor that the State
of Louisiana has ever had, in 1929 discovered that these large major
companies were importing around 20,674 barrels per day, or approxi-
mately 7,500,000 barrels per year, and bringing it into the State of
Louisiana, claiming that it was in transit, and therefore were paying
no severance tax, nor any other tax whatsoever to the State of Louisi-
ana, and no tariff to the United States Government, and through these
{mports that the production of the Btate of Louislana was being held
down, so he introduced a bill in the legislature to put an occupational
tax on these refineries to pay, as does the lawyer, the merchant, the
baker, and the candlestick maker; and the introducing of this bill into
the legislature by the governor was primarily the cause of the attempted
impeachment, and the major oil companies threatened to leave the State
if this occupational tax was imposed on them.

This means that these refineries are getting by without paying any
severance tax or any other tax on approximately 7,500,000 barrels per
year that they are importing, and it also means that the State of Louisi-
ana could produce that much more oil, thereby receiving a severance tax
to the State and helping the producers and the royalty owners of the
State, including the State itself as a royalty owner.

But under the present price of crude oil they ean not afford to
compete with this fake price which has been put upon this imported
crude, therefore the independent producers, the land royalty owners,
and the State of Louisiana itself, is the loser, and the major com-
panies are the ones that are the gainers, while the consumer of the
State of Louisiana is paying approximately the same price that he
did in the year of 1926, when conditions were different, as stated above.

All you need to do is to take the financial statements showing the
enormoug profits made by these major companies and then compare
them with the independent producers’ statements and the story is
complete,

We feel certain if our honorable Senators believe the statements
presented by the delegation sent here to present our case that youn
can not refuse to protect us with a tariff as asked.

In conclusior I want to say that we are not only fighting for
fair play, but for our very existenece.

W. Bcorr HEYWOOD.




MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSBH

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Chaffee,
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed a bill
(H. R. 9046) to amend the fourth paragraph of section 13 of the
Federal reserve act, as amended, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed his
signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were signed
by the Vice President:

8. 846. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to con-
vey to the State of Michigan for park purposes the Cheboygan
Lighthouse Reservation, Mich.;

8. 1487. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to
permit the erection of a building for use as a residence for the
Protestant chaplain at the National Leper Home at Carville,
La., and for other purposes;

8. 2668. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Mis-
souri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. to construct, maintain, and
operate a railroad bridge across the Missouri River at Boon-
ville, Mo., in substitution for and in lieun of an existing bridge
constructed under the authority of an act entitled “An act to
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River
at Boonville, Mo.,” approved May 11, 1872;

8.3030. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the further development of agricultural extension work be-
tween the agricultural colleges in the several States receiving
the benefits of the act entitled ‘An act donating public lands to
the several States and Territories which may provide colleges
for the benefit of agriculture and the mechanic arts,” approved
July £, 1862, and all acts supplementary thereto, and the United
States Department of Agriculture,” approved May 22, 1928; and

S.3193. An act to authorize the State Roads Commission of
Maryland to construct a highway bridge across the Nanticoke
River at Vienna, in Dorchester County, Md.

EFFECT OF ALCOHOLIC LIQUORS ON TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I ask permission to have published
in the Recorp a statement from the National Woman's Christian
Temperance Union entitled * Effect of Aleoholic Liguors on
Traffic Accidents.”

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Facts indicate that drunken drivers in this country have killed
15.000 and maimed or otherwise injured 300,000 to 500,000 people—
many of them children.

These factia must be considered in any discussion of prohibition re-
peal. At present the drinking driver is a menace; the doctrine of * per-
sonal liberty " makes him a selfish killer. Repeal prohibition and he
will be a scourge, Canada repealed prohibition. In seven years whisky
gales trebled and with only a slight increase in cars convictions for
drunken driving increased 2,600 per cent.

Mounting alcoholic accidents in other countries where drinking is
unrestricted warn the United States of America that every vote to
liberalize the liquor laws here adds to the chance of killing or maiming
some one—particularly a child.

We have 80 per cent of the world's cars; our accidents grow with
each year. Traffic experts are trying to save lives needlessly killed
by auto drivers. One sure method of reduction of accidents will be
the complete prohibition of intoxicants. Repeal prohibition and our
roads will become long lanes of slaughter.

In seven years convicted drunken drivers killed 376 and maimed or
hurt 14,000 others in Massachusetts, One-third of those hurt were
children.

In Connecticut drunken driving caused 391 accidents in a year. In
New York the police credit 840 crashes, 47 deaths to drunken driving
in a year. Detroit credits 330 crashes, 15 deaths to drunken driving in
a year.

These are figures taken from the great seattered mass of statlsties,
and all collaborators admit that the official figures are a minimum, It
is possible only to conjecture the number of accidents and deaths caused
by drink and not officially so reported.

Death rate from auto crashes in 78 citiese—33,000,000 population—In-
creased 11 per cent from 1928 to 1929, says the Census Bureau. All
the crashes investigated in Pennsylvania by the State highway police
were due to mental lapses says Captain White, superintendent of the
patrol. Could there be any clearer warning against mixing alcohol and
gas?

Official Government figures show 150,716 persons killed in road acci-
dents in seven years. Applylng State and city experiences to this fig-
ure we arrive at the conelusion that at least 15,000 have been killed by
drunken drivers.

Dr. W. V. Bingham, chairman of Secretary Hoover's committee on
causes of automoblle aceldents, said:

“ It is highly probable that liquor is a factor in a much greater pro-
portion of cases than is officially recognized. Intoxication at times is
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difficult to prove in court. Moreover, there is a reluctance to aseribe
an accident to intoxication even when it is known by witnesses to have
been a factor. Here, and in cases where the amount of alcohol con-
sumed has not been sufficient to cause obvious intoxieation, the aeccident
is sometimes recorded as due to confusion, carel , reckl or
inattention.

* There is need of more definite and widespread public knowledge of
the effect upon the driver or pedestrian of alcohol used in quantities
far ghort of those which result in obvious intoxieation, but which tend
nevertheless to decrease motor control and may appreciably lessen the
sense of responsibility. One drink may be enough to make a man take
a chance. Investigation should be made to discover how far alcohol is
a contributing cause, even when it is not the principal cause of
accident.”

Ontario, recognizing the mounting death toll from aleoholized drivers,
gives every motorist, with his license, a printed warning that many
motor accidents are the result of liqguor., This warning tells the motor-
ist that it takes ome-fifth of a second for a normal brain to send out
the message which will enable the owner of that brain to put on brakes
in an emergency.

The same process takes from two-fifths of a second to three-fifths of
a second when a man has taken the average drink. A ecar going 85
miles an hour will travel 20 feet in two-fifths of a second; and the
government of Ontario warns drivers against liquor specifically on that
point.

There can be no blame attached to prohibition for the results of
drunken driving, especially when one refers to the enormous increase of
drunken driving in Canada. In the case of drunken driving we deal
with the acquisition in the past 10 years of millions of machines poten-
tially as dangerous as locomotives (whose drivers are forbidden to
drink) and the licensing of millions of amateur drivers; and the propa-
gating of the dangerous idea that * personal liberty " is a higher law
than all else.

THE WHITE HOUSE FIRE

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Rrecorp a short article on the White House
fire and the conclusions as to the protection of public buildings
against fire, written by an expert.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Tue WHITE HoUusE Firg
By William H. Rodda (member National Fire Prevention Association),
Underwriters Assoclation of the District of Columbia

On Christmas Eve, December 24, 1929, a fire was discovered in
the Executive Office section of the President’s residence, the White
House, in Washington, D. C. Over two hours’ active fighting by a
large proportion of the District of Columbia Fire Department was neces-
sary to subdue the flames, and the final out stroke was not sent in until
the following morning, nearly 12 hours later. The fire is of peculiar
interest because of the lpeation and the fact that priceless records were
endangered. Fortunately the records and documents destroyed are
easily replaceable and not of high value.

CONSTRUCTION

The fire occurred in the extreme west end of the building in a section
used as offices for the President and his clerical force. This section was
built for temporary use in 1902 during President Roosevelt’s adminis-
tration and has been in use ever since. When he took over the presi-
dency, Mr. Hoover had the gection remodeled for more convenlent use,
The walls are of brick, mainly 13 inches thick, and the floors are wood
Jolst. A basement and first floor are of full story height, and above
the first floor is an attic about 7 feet high. Access to this attic is by
a narrow wood stairway. Two stairways from the basement to first
floor are also of wood and without protection. The roof is of metal on
wood sheathing supported by wood Joists, which are, in turn, carried
by wood trusses of G-lnch by 6-inch timbers resting on brick walls. The
attic floor is of wood on wood Joists. Light and ventilation for the
attic are provided by small windows, about 12 inches by 30 inches, all
of which are covered by heavy iron bars and gratings. Skylights in the
roof furnished light to the first floor and are inclosed in metal lath
and plaster through the attic. Although heat for the building is fur-
nished from the State, War, and Navy Building, across the street from
the White House, there are fireplaces occasionally used. The fireplace
chimneys are of brick with 4-inch walls. The interior finish of the sec-
tion is metal lath and plaster, except the attic celling, which was open
Joist. This wing is connected to the White House proper by a passage-
way on the basement level, with one side open. The construction and
location are such that the main building of the White House was in
little danger of being involved.

OCCUPANCY

The basement was used as offices by the clerks employed in connection
with the Executive Offices. Some files located on this floor were in steel
cabinets, but were not subjected to fire.

The first floor was occupied by the reception hall for the President’'s
vigitors, the President’s private office, and the offices of the President's
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private secretaries. Such records and documents as were in these rooms
were in desks and ordinary filing cabinets. Most of these were removed,
but those remaining were not subjected to fire.

The attic was used as a file room. Wooden shelving In this room con-
tained many thousands of pamphlets and records accumulated over a
period of years. These were mainly printed Government documents, of
which copies are available in other Government departments. It was
these pamphlets on wood shelves that made the fire very stubborn and
hard to fight.

STORY OF THE FIRE

The fire was discovered by a White House guard who observed smoke
In the Executive Offices. Other guards were immediately notified, and
the White House private fire-alarm box pulled by a guard at 8.00 p. m.
The guards located the main body of fire in the attic and attempted to
fight it with hand chemical extinguishers, but soon found it was beyond
their control. The first alarm brought four engine companies, each
with pumper and hose car, two truck companies, and one rescue squad,
a deputy chief, a battalion chief, and the chief engineer of the depart-
ment. The chief engineer sent a second alarm at 8.16, bringing 4 more
engine companies and 1 truck ; a third alarm at 8.17, bringing 4 engine com-
panies, a water tower, and a truck; and a fourth alarm at 8,28, bring-
ing 4 engines and 1 truck. An hour later, at 9.24, a special call for 8
engine companies was sent.

The fire was attacked through the small windows in the attic, and
considerable difficulty was experienced in breaking through the gratings.
The windows were too small to make a satisfactory attack on the fire
from them, and the best that could be done was to drive the fire back
from the windows. Holes were cut in the roof and the fire fought from
above. Heavy clouds of smoke and closely packed files inside made the
fire very hard to find. Gradually the flames were stopped by means of
streams through the holes in the roof, and the attic sufficiently cleared
of smoke for the firemen to enter and overhaul. There was little fire
visible at any time. Occasionally flames burst forth from the attic
windows and they burned through the cornice in several places. About
a dozen hose lines were in use, with as many more held in reserve. By
10.30 p. m. sufficient progress had been made to send some apparatus
back. Shortly after all apparatus, except that of companies overhauling,
was sent back to quarters. At 7.27 a. m. the following day the out
stroke was sent in.

CAUSE IN DETAIL

Investigation following the fire showed that there had been fire in
partitions on the first floor, although there was no fire damage outside
the partitions. The location of charred studs and evident path of the
fire placed the origin at a wood stud against a fireplace, The con-
struetion of the fireplaces as revealed after the fire is decidedly faulty.
The fireplaces themselves are built of one layer of brick, find in places
those bricks have been shaved off so they will fit nicely against wood
studs. This particular fireplace had been used on the day of the fire
and firemen found embers remaining in the fireplace on their arrival.
Another fireplace, all set to light, was plled high with kindling and
logs. The result from a hot fire built in a fireplace with 4-inch walls
in contact with wood studs could hardly be other than what happened.
The wood stud ignited and smoldered for several hours, spreading in
the partition, and finally burning through to the attic above, where
it burst forth into flames. The spread from this point was rapidq,
the short time Dbetween discovery and the time the firemen got into
action being sufficient to make the attic untenable. Had firemen been
able to operate inside the attic the work would have been much
gimpler,

DAMAGE

The attic was well burned out. The roof boards and joists are largely
burned away nnd the heavy trusses badly charred. The attic floor is
badly burned, but the floor joists are mostly intaet. The wood shelv-
ing and documents stored there are almost totally destroyed. The
metal lath and plaster inclosures around the skylight wells to the first
floor are intact, having withstood the fire very well. Fire damage on
the first floor was confined to the partitions, where the fire originated,
and some damage to ceillng joists,

Numerous holes were cut in the metal lath and plaster ceiling, so
the firemen could get at the fire in the attic and in order to determine
if there was fire in the joist channels, Water damage on this floor
was extremely heavy. The basement did not suffer from fire damage,
but there was considerable damage to both building and contents from
water.

The most valuable contents were removed from the basement and
first floor by the President and his aldes during the early stages of the
fire, These were covered as far as possible by awnings and canvas
available at the scene. Had salvage covers and equipment been avail-
able for use by firemen trained in salvage operations, water damage to
contents could have been considerably reduced.

The entire roof and attic floor will have to be rebuilt, and probably
most of the damaged section on all floors will have to be refinished.
Considerable new plaster work will be necessary on the first floor.
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Fire-department operations were well managed and every precaution
taken to prevent spread of fire. The department deserves to be come
mended for keeping the fire within the attic in the face of the difficul-
ties met. The building loss has been estimated at $60,000, and the
contents loss is probably considerably less thanm that. There was no
insurance loss, as the Federal Government carries no insurance.

- - CONCLUSIONS

The cause of the fire was clearly indicated to be faulty construction
of the fireplaces. Wood studs and furring strips were in direct con-
tact with a 4-inch fireplace and chimney, which is, of course, absolutely
contrary to the accepted rules of fire protection.

The fire once more demonstrates very clearly the folly of combustible
construction for important buildings, especially when they house opera-
tions and documents as valunble as those in counection with the Federal
Government. It is obvious, too, that standard protective measures such
a8 used in mercantile and manufacturing plants would have avoided or
reduced the loss. The following points stand out as imperative for the
prevention of other such fires:

1. House all important operations, contents, and records in buildings
of standard fire-resistive construetion.

2. Carefully supervise new construction, and reconstruct all existing
heating apparatus, such as chimneys, flues, and fireplaces, to conform to
accepted fire-protection standards.

3. Have the entire buildings covered regularly by watchmen reecord-
Ing their rounds on approved clocks. Such a system with sufficiently
frequent rounds would have taken the guards into the attic and assured
earlier discovery of the fire.

4. Important records and documents should be kept In safes or vaults
and not left in desks and ordinary filing cases. Such material as
existed in the attic should be disposed of if worthless: otherwise it

‘should be kept in vaults likewise, This material in connection with

wooden shelving made this fire very difficult to extinguish.

5. Important buildings should be equipped throughout with an auto-
matic fire-alarm system, ringing an alarm in a central station where
;ome one is always on duty. This will give immediate notice of any

re.

6. Where bulldings of combustible construction or with combustible
interiors must be used for a time, they should be equipped with auto-
matic sprinklers, especially in ba ts, atties, closets, and like places.

7. Salvage covers would have been of wvalue in protecting contents
from damage.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 9046) to amend the fourth paragraph of section
13 of the Federal reserve act, as amended. was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

Mr. GREENE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that on to-day, March 6, 1930, that committee presented
tbo the President of the United States the following enrolled

ills:

S. 846. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to con-
vey to the State of Michigan for park purposes the Cheboygan
Lighthouse Reservation, Mich.;

5.1487. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to
permit the erection of a building for use as a residence for the
Protestant chaplain at the National Leper Home at Carville,
La., and for other purposes;

S.20668. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. to construet, maintain, and
operate a railroad bridge across the Missouri River at Boon-
ville, Mo., in substitution for and in lieu of an existing bridge
constructed under the authority of an act entitled “An act to
authoerize the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River
at Boonville, Mo.,” approved May 11, 1872;

5.3030. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the further development of agricultural extension work be-
tween the agricultural colleges in the several States receiving
the benefits of the act entitled ‘An act donating public lands to
the several States and Territories which may provide colleges
for the benefit of agriculture and the mechanic arts,’ approved
July 2, 1862, and all acts supplementary thereto, ana the
United States Department of Agriculture,” approved May 22,
1928 ; and

8.3193. An act to authorize the State Roads Commission of
Maryland to construct a highway bridge across the Nanticoke
River at Vienna, in Dorchester County, Md.

REVISION OF THE TARIFF

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 2667)
to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with foreign coun-
tries, to encourage the industries of the United States, to pro-
tect American labor, and for other purposes, the pending ques-
tion being on concurring in the amendment made as in Com-
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mittee of the Whole fixing the rate on casein or lactarene at 54
eents per pound.

Mr. HOWELL obtained the floor.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me
to make one observation?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. HOWELL. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. I merely want to call the attention of the
Senate and the country to the fact that the Great Western Sugar
Co., which controls 48 per cent of the sugar from sugar beets in
this country and which has made $51,000,000 profit in the last
eight years, yesterday had voted into their pockets a further
increase on the common stock, which closed last night on the
exchange at $31.50 per share and opened this morning at $33.50,
and at the last report had gone fto $£34. There are 1,800,000
shares of this stock. So that means $4,500,000 to the stock-
holders of the Great Western Sugar Co.

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair reminds Senators that
the time is fixed to vote on this question at 12 o’clock and that
until that hour the time is divided equally.

Mr. HOWELL. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. I wanted to ask the Senator from
Mississippi what was the price of Great Western stock before
the other vote was taken in January?

Mr. HARRISON. Three days ago it was $28.50 and at the
last report this morning it was $34.

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. But my question was as to its price
in January, before the other vote was taken.

Mr. SMOOT. And $34 is quite different from $76, which was
the previous price.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nebraska has
the floor.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, T hold in my hand a copy of
the Nebraska Farmer, issued weekly, and under the head of
“Crops and Weather” it has reports from various parts of
Nebraska. I will read an exeerpt from a report from Dawson
County, in the south-central portion of the State:

Prices: Wheat, 90 cents; corn, 66 cents; rye, T0 cents; barley, 45
cents ; oats, 30 cents; butterfat, 20 cents.

Wheat is bringing in mid-Nebraska but 90 cents a bushel,
butterfat 29 cents a pound, and this is a reduction of 13 cents
in the price of butterfat within the last two months. To-day I
am receiving telegrams from the western part of Nebraska urg-
ing that Congress do something to stop the fall in the price of
lambs. In that portion of the State and throughout the Middle
‘West they are feeding lambs by the tens of thousands, as they
do every year, and there has been such a drop in price that the
feeders are confronted with a possible loss of $5 a head. That
is the situation confronting Nebraska, the Middle West, and
other farming regions of the country.

As I have pointed out, there has been a drop of 30 per cent in
butterfat in the last two months. It will be remembered that
in the past the chambers of commerce throughout the country
and the Agricultural Department have been urging the farmers
to diversify, putting special emphasis upon the dairy industry.
The farmers have diversified. Farmers have been improving
their herds, paying large prices for animals specially bred for
the production of milk, and now this industry is overdone,

It is reported that the storages of the country are filled with
butter, and the consequence is a drop in the price of butterfat
to 29 cents. Is it any wonder that the farmers engaged in the
dairy Industries are coming here with the plea “ Give us relief;
we want you to make such provision in the tariff law that the
skimmed milk remaining after the butterfat is extracted from
the whole milk may be used to further advantage in this coun-
try ”? They have pointed out that casein, a product of skimmed
milk, is being used in the United States to the extent of
42,000,000 pounds annually, and yet we are producing but
18,000,000 pounds, or 42 per cent, 58 per cent of the total being
imported from Argentina.

Why from Argentina? Mr. President, a steer can be pro-
duced in Argentina for $61 that costs $120 to produce in this
country. Cattle can be run in Argentina for one-half, and less,
than they can be run in this country. As a consequence, the
Argentinians can produce skimmed milk, and, with their cheap
labor, make easein therefrom in competition with American
casein and thus prevent our farmers and our dairy industry
from supplying more than half the casein that is used here.
As a consequence, and properly, these interests have come here
and asked for adeqguate protection—so that the American farmer
and the American dairy interests may provide the casein that
is wsed in this country.
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As a matter of fact, this is the first agricultural product that
appears in the pending tariff bill, and it is one agricultural prod-
uct respecting which the tariff can be made effective. Why?
Because we do not produce of this commodity as much as we
consume. We produce but 42 per cent of what we consume.
Therefore, if a proper tariff is placed upon this product we shall
be able to supply the remaining 58 per cent now being imported.
It is being imported here why? Because the Argentinians
receive but three-fourths of a cent a gallon for their skimmed
milk, and with their cheap labor can produce this commodity at
a price which discourages American production. Under present
conditions the price of casein in the United States received at
the factory is about 13.2 cents a pound, and on that basis all
that can be paid for skimmed milk is 2 cents a gallon. It must
be recognized that skimmed milk can not be hauled and de-
livered to the station for less than 2 cents a gallon. Therefore,
there is not a sufficient margin in the production of ecasein to
justify the farmer and the dairy interests engaging in the
industry to the extent that is necessary in order to supply the
domestic demand.

The tariff has been 2% cents a pound. The farmer and the
dairy interests have asked that it be increased to 8 cents a
pound. What does that mean? It means that instead of the
producers of casein being able to pay 2 cents only for skimmed
milk they will be able to pay 3% cents a gallon for skimmed
milk. That is all that is asked. They ask that the rate on
casein be increased from 2% cents to 8 cents so that those who
buy skimmed milk, those who use skimmed milk for the produe-
tion of casein, shall be able to realize and pay not 2 cents a
gallon but 314 cents a gallon.

What is the cost of producing skimmed milk, Mr. President?
Skimmed milk is the product of whole milk remaining after the
removal of the butterfat. The butterfat runs about 314 pounds
to the hundred pounds, or 3% per cent. The Department of
Agriculture has found that the cost of producing whole milk
in the Mid West, which is the lowest-cost region in this country
for the production of this article, is $264 a hundred pounds.
Subtract the value of the butterfat, 314 pounds, at 29 cents a
pound, from the cost of a hundred pounds, and it will be found
that skimmed milk costs 1314 cents per gallon; and yet with the
tariff at 214 cents on casein, all that it is now possible to pay
for skimmed milk is 2 cents a gallon, With a 5%-cent tariff
on casein all that it will be possible to pay is 2.7 cents a gallon,
and if all that the farmer asks, 8 cents, shall be granted, then
the producers of casein will be able to pay but 314 cents a
gallon for gkimmed milk.

This certainly is a modest request on the part of the farmer
and the dairy industry. The farmer is here asking for the rate
proposed, and it ought to be granted. The only reason it has
not been granted is this: The producers of coated paper have
been here opposing this rate, although it is a fact that the
average value of coated paper produced in 1928 was $164 a ton
and the tariff that is imposed upon such paper by Congress is
$100 per ton specific and 15 per cent ad valorem. In other
words, in order to import that grade of paper into this country
at that rate it must be manufactured and laid down at our
ports at $55.65 a ton, and then the tariff that must be paid is
sufficient to bring it up to $164 per ton. The ad valorem rate
on that basis is 192 per cent.

Although the coated-paper manufacturers are the beneficiaries
of such a tariff, yet they are here objecting that the farmer
shall be enabled to sell skimmed milk and that the dairy in-
terests shall receive for their skimmed milk not 2 cents a
gallon as they are now, when it costs 134 cents a gallon to
produce it, but only 314 cents per gallon.

It is urged that if the rate proposed is granted it will affect
the use of casein in the production of paper. Mr. President,
30,000,000 pounds of easein are used a year in the production of
paper. Assume that the use of casein were reduced one-half—
to 15,000,000 pounds—add that to the 12,000,000 pounds that
are used for other purposes; that makes 27,000,000 pounds; and
still the farmers would not be affected except favorably, because
they are only producing 18,000,000 pounds now, and we would
have to increase our production 50 per cent in order to meet
the demand under the hypothetical conditions I have suggested.

It is further wurged, Mr. President, that the coated-paper
manufacturers prefer and hence willingly pay a higher price
for casein produced in Argentina than they do for the domestic
product. I have before me a statement from the Drug Reporter
giving the prices of casein for the last year. From January up
to June there was no difference in the price between the im-
ported casein and the domestic casein of equal fineness, except
in one quotation, and then the domestic casein was quoted
higher than the imported casein. An examination of the re-

| ported prices of casein as appearing in the Drug Reporter will
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disclose that the prices were almost identical; that occasionally
domestic casein was a little higher, a quarter of a cent higher,
and that occasionally the imported casein is a quarter to a half
cent higher.

Mr. President, there is every reason why this request should
be granted, considering the condition of agriculture. It is a
very modest request, but it means much to the dairy interests.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE and Mr. BLAINE addressed the Chair,

The VICE PRESIDENT. There are about six minutes re-
maining for those in favor of the amendment. The Senator
from Nebraska has about six minutes of time left.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President——-

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield the floor?

Mr. HOWELL.
fornia.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, it will be recalled that
months ago——

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield, but time is on the wing.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I trust before the hour to close
debate arrives that I may have a few minutes in order to

resent some matters in connection with this subject.

Mr, SHORTRIDGHE. It will be recalled that months ago I
offered an amendment providing for a duty of 8 cents a pound
on casein.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. 1 will take but a few moments, Mr.
President, to restate my views. I rise to say that I fully and
unqualifiedly indorse and approve all that has just now been
sald by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HoweLL]. Months ago
1 offered an amendment proposing a duty of 8 cents on casein,
and I and others presented facts which justify that measure of
protection. The National Dairy Association and practically
every farm bureau and farm organization in the Union have
urged the adoption of this amendment. In their several reso-
lutions and communications the facts have been so stated as to
call for this proposed increase of the duty.

If we are here to assist agriculture, to do what we can to
assist the farmer, then this rate should be given for the benefit
of the farmer. The only argument that is made against the
proposed rate has been suggested and has been conclusively
answered by the Senator from Nebraska.

If I should proceed, it would be merely and unnecessarily to
repeat what has been so clearly stated by our colleague. I ear-
nestly trust that the Senate appreciates the importance of this
jtem in the bill and that those who believe in the protective
tariff doctrine, who think it wise, will vote to fix the rate on
casein at 8 cents per pound.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I ask if the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. RoesioN] is going to speak in favor of the 8-cent
duty or against it?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky, In favor of the 8-cent duty.

Mr. BLAINE. I will yield, then, to the Senator from
Kentucky. :

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. There have been speeches from
two proponents of the duty. It seems to me that the opposi-
tion might use some time.

" The VICE PRESIDENT. There are only five minutes left for
those who are in favor of the 8-cent rate, and 25 minutes for
those who are in favor of the Hl%4-cent rate.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President, in the brief time
allotted to me I desire to express the hope that the Senate will
adopt this amendment and grant this relief of 8 cents per pound
on casein to the dairy people of this country.

The Cooperative Pure Milk Association, with its headquar-
ters at Cincinnati, Ohio, and operating in Kentucky and Ohio,
strongly commend this amendment. I have received letters and
resolutions from various dairy people and dairy associations in
Kentucky likewise urging the adoption of this 8-cents-per-pound
duty.

It seems to me, with about 58 per cent of our supply of casein
being brought into this country in competition with the Ameri-
can producers and dairying interests, that if we want to help
agriculture and help the people on the farm, we could do so by
adopting the amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. HowEerLL].

If this amendment is adopted, and the skimmed milk of this
country is turned into casein, this will be reflected beneficially,
of course, in every other line of industry in this country. The
dairy people, especially in this particular line, are suffering
from this unfair and unjust competition. I am glad to huve
this opportunity to raise my voice and cast my vote in support
of this measure,

I yield the floor to the Senator from Cali-
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Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the Recorp as a part
of my remarks brief letters and statements from the dairy
association and other interests of Ohio and Kentucky.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The time has expired.

The matter referred to is as follows:

CiNciNNaATI, OHIO, January 28, 1930,
Hon. Jogx M. RoBSION,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR: At a meeting of the board of directors of this asso-
clation beld on January 27, the secretary was instructed to inform you
that we deem it absolutely necegsary that the import duty on casein be
raised to 8 cents per pound to enable the dairy industry to compete
with the foreign product.

With the cheap labor available in those countries from which casein is
now imported, it is impossible to maintain the American standard of
living for dairymen, as the low price of one dairy by-product bears
down on the price of other dairy by-products.

Millions of gallons of skim milk which are now forced into dried skim
milk or condensed skim milk could be utilized in making casein, of which
approximately 60 per cent is now belng imported. At present prices of
these gkim-milk by-products many million gallons of skim milk are
wasted, because it does not pay to manufacture the by-products, yet we
allow the foreign article to enter our market. This is an injustice to
agriculture that should be corrected.

Increasing the i of the farmer will expand his buying power,
to the benefit of all industries.

May we count on your support?

Yours very truly,
THE Co-OPERATIVE PURE MILK ASS0CIATION,
Per H. B. BErNING, Secrefary.
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK IN AGRICULTURE
AND HoMe EcoxoMics, S8TATE or KENTUCKY,
Alexandria, Ky., January 27, 1930,

Hon. J. M. ROBSION,
Benate, Washington, D, O.

DEAR SIR: At a meeting of the dalrymen of Campbell County, held at
the Alexandria courthouse January 27, the following resolution was
passed :

The undersigned dairymen of Campbell County request you to use
your influence in the support of Senator HowrLL's demand for 8 cents
a pound tariff on casein,

SANDY MCVEAN,
Secretary, Alezandria, Campbell County, Ky.

INDEPENDENCE, K¥., February 6, 1930,
Senator Joun M. RoBsioN,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D, O,

DEAr Mr, RoBsioN: The fight on ecasein in the Senate is on to keep
the tariff duty down to a level that will not materially help the
dairymen,

Approximately 60 per cent of the casein used in the United States is
imported. If we could make all of the casein used in our country it
would provide a market for millions of pounds of skim milk that must
be allowed to go to waste because at present prices It does not pay to
make it. If the making of casein could be made more profitable, it
would also help the dried skim and condensed skim milk markets,

The price on whole milk necessarily must be reduced when there is a
surplus which must be worked into by-products,

The present deplorable condition of the dairy industry can be helped
by placing a proper tariff on.caseln, Your support to Senator ROBERT
B. HoOwWeELL to get an S-cents-per-pound duty on casein will be appre-
clated very much. Would be pleased to hear from you as to your stand
on this matter.

Yours very truly, A, C. Bigp, Dairy Farmer,
LupLow, KY., February 3, 1930,
Hon. Joux M. ROBSION,
United Btates Senate:

1, as a milk producer, am interested in the effort put forth by Senator
RopeErT B. HOWRLL to secure an B-cents-per-pound duty on casein. As
our party pledges are to aid agriculture, I feel this is an opportunity.
1 am asking you as our Senator to support SBenator HOWELL. I feel we
are not asking much and that a protective tariff is as vital to our agri-
eculture as it is to American manufacturing. Would you please inform
me as to how you stand on this request and oblige,

Yours respectfully,
GeorGE A. EUBANES,
Ludlow, Ky., R. R. 2.
CavirorNIA, KY., January 27, 1930.
Hon, Joax M. ROBSION,

Deir Sir: I have been requested by some of my neighboring dairy-

men to write you requesting you to support Senator RoOpERT B. HOWELL
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to get an 8-cents-per-pound duty on casein, Hoping to receive a favor-
able reply from you, I beg to remain,
Respeetfully yours, ;

: ALFRED EISEN,
Californio, R. R. 2, Ky.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I shall take very little time
in discussing the pending amendment. I discussed it fully last
October and analyzed the whole situation as it relates to the
dairy interests. I do not want to repeal what I then said. I
do, however, want to protest against handing a gold brick to
the dairy interests of this country; and when we impose a duty
of 8 cents a pound on casein we are giving a gold brick to the
farmers producing milk.

I was not surprised that the distinguished senior Senator
from New York [Mr. CoreLawp] is in favor of 8 cents a pound
on casein; and Members of the Senate will not be surprised
when they learn the fact that a large portion of the casein
made in the Mississippi Valley, in the Northwest, in Pennsyl-
vania, in Ohio, and in New York is carted down to New York
City and there refined.

I am not surprised that the junior Senator from California
[Mr. SHorTRIDGE] is favoring a higher rate on casein, His
own city is one of the centralized points for the casein industry
of the western coast, where the refiners are engaged in refining
the casein as it comes from the local factories.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, BLAINE. I ean not yield, Mr. President.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Just a word.

Mr. BLAINE. I have only 25 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator declines to yield.

Mr, BLAINE. I was surprised that the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. HowgLL], who comes from the city of Omaha, fell
for the proposition to offer the milk producers a gold brick;
and I was as much surprised at the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. RoBsioN].

Of course, it is conceivable that the gentlemen who come
from the cities can not understand the viewpoint of the farmer
on this matter and naturally can see only the viewpoint of
the refiner.

Mr, President, I am not going to discuss the coated-paper
proposition. I have not any particular interest in that matter,
except to save the market for casein. Seventy-five per cent of
the casein produced in this country and imported into this
country goes into the coated-paper industry. There is no sub-
stitute for easein in making coated paper; but there is a sub-
stitute for casein-coated paper, and that is supercalendered
paper.

We have a very small production of casein-coated paper in
Wisconsin, I have learned recently that there is one small
plant there that produces less than 6 per cent of the casein-
coated paper of the country: so it is apparent that the casein-
eoated paper industry in Wisconsin is practically negligible.

If we lose the coated-paper market, we have lost 76 per cent
of the market for casein; and understand, Mr. President, that
the total consumption of casein in America is under 60,000,000
pounds. Our alleged 10,000,000,000 pounds of skimmed milk
will produce, if converted into casein, 300,000,000 pounds of
casein, most of it with no place to go—240,000,000 pounds of
that casein without the prospect or possibility of a market.

Mr. President, I think it is a gross injustice to lead the dairy
people of this country into the belief that they are going to
profit from the proposed high duty on casein. If you do that,
you will stimulate the production of casein and you will have a
domestic competition that will kill off every local casein-pro-
ducing factory in the United States; you will kill off your local
factories and cooperatives, and then the field will be clear for
the big processors,

Mr. President, I am willing to fix a tariff on farm products,
including casein, at a rate that will cover the difference in the
cost of production here and abroad and that will include a
protective duty.

The Senator from New York [Mr. Coreraxp] last night made
the suggestion that in my debate last October I showed that
the difference in the cost of production at home and abroad was
from 4.35 to 5.13 cents per pound, and he said that I had over-
looked the protective feature. The Senator evidenfly has not
studied my remarks,

The Tariff Commission reported upon the cost of producing
casein in America and the cost of producing casein in Argentina,
our principal competitor. I am going to give the facts as they
are officially recorded, and then let the Senate decide this matter
upon those facts rather than ask the Senate to hand to the farm-
ers a gold brick which will be not only ineffective but most
harmful to the dairy interests of this country, I speak of the

dairy interests of this country, knowing something about those
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dairy interests, because Wisconsin has a little more than one-
tenth of all the dairy cows in America, and dairying is one of
the largest industries In my State.

Mr, HOWELL. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HOWELL. Is it not a fact that the dairy interests in
‘Wisconsin are in favor of this 8-cent rate?

Mr. BLAINE. No such information has come to me. So far as
the farmers of Wisconsin are concerned, they have an intelli-
gence which leads them to the conclusion that to hand them a
gold brick is a fraud and a deception.

Mr. President, I call attention to the fact, as shown by the
Tariff Commission, that the domestic cost per pound of con-
verting skimmed milk Into casein in the United States is 4.68
cents a pound. In Argentina it is 3.73 cents a pound. It costs
in the United States 914 mills more per pound to produce
casein than in Argentina, our chief competitor. Certainly 514
cents a pound is a protective duty when the difference in con-
version cost is only 914 mills a pound.

Another fact: Under method 1, used by the Tariff Commis-
gion to determine the comparison of cost of production of
domestic and Argentina casein the total cost of production of
Argentina casein at New York is 13.04 cents a pound, which
includes transportation and selling expenses, excluding trans-
portation in Argentina from the interior to the seaboard, and
the total cost of production of domestic casein is 10.17 cents a
pound delivered at New York, including transportation.

I have disregarded that method, although I analyzed it last
October., I have excluded in the computation I have made all
value for Argentina skimmed milk., HExcluding the value of
skimmed milk in the Argentine Republic, but including the
value of skimmed milk as shown by the Tariff Commission in
the domestic product, the difference in the cost of production
is 5.13 cents per pound.

But, you will observe the Argentina casein, or a portion of it,
must be transported from the interior to the Argentina seaboard,
and Argentina skim milk has some value, so that under that
method of computation the cost of production of domestic
casein is far less than 5.13 cents per pound.

I am not going to analyze method No. 2, used by the Tariff
Commission, closely this morning, as I did that in the debate
here a few months ago, but a comparison of the cost of produc-
tion of domestic and Argentine casein shows that for all
companies in the United States the cost is 11.57 cents a pound;
in Argentina the cost is 11.11 cents a pound. That compari-
son shows an apparent excess of domestic cost over Argentine
cost of 4.6 mills per pound. Does not a 5%-cent rate not only
measure the difference in the cost of production at home and
abroad, but as well give a tremendous protective tariff duty?

Again, excluding the value of skim milk in Argentina, and
excluding the transportation cost from the interior of the
Argentine Republic to the seaboard of that republie, the differ-
ence in the cost of production there and here is 4.35 cents a
pound.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BLAINE. I can not yield, because I must give some one
else a minute. I am very sorry, but there is only 25 minutes
allotted.

Under method No. 3, used by the Tariff Commission in a com-
parison of the cost of conversion of domestic and Argentine
casein, it is shown that the total conversion cost plus transpor-
tation and selling expense in the United States is 5.47 cents a
pound: in Argentina it is 5.04 cents a pound. The apparent
excess of domestic cost over Argentine cost is only 4.3 mills
per pound.

Taking any computation that has been made, it is clearly
shown that 5% cents a pound not only measures the difference
in the cost of production here and abroad, but as well includes a
very substantial protective duty in addition thereto.

Mr. President, I have taken all the time I am justly entitled
to, but I want to say this in conclusion, that I asked the pro-
ponents of an 8 cents a pound duty upon what basis they
figure that 8 cents a pound, and they have failed to indicate any
method by which they arrive at that conclusion.

Their proposal is based on guesswork. They offer a gold
brick to the farmer in the form of an ineffective, if not a posi-
tively harmful rate.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, Senators favoring this
amendment pray that we grant some relief to the dairy indus-
try. If the pending amendment meant relief, I would vote for
it, but, in my judgment, the only relief for the farmer which it
would produce would be to relieve him from the market which
he now enjoys for casein in the United States. In other words,
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it is a situation where the farmer needs to be saved from his
friends.

Let us be practical about this. We confront a condition, and
not a theory. In my judgment, there will be no market left
for 75 per cent of the casein now manufactured in the United
States if this excessive tariff is put upon casein, because T5
per cent of all casein used in the United States is used in the
production of coated paper, and coated paper can not be sold
under this added burden. X

Mr. President, coated paper is in a death struggle with super-
calendered paper. This is not a speculation; it is an absolute
fact. Coated paper's chief uses are, first, in the publication of
magazines, and something like a hundred of the leading maga-
zines in the United States have switched within the past two
or three years from coated paper to supercalendered paper.

The second great use is in the creation of cigarette eartons,
and within the past year one of the greatest single users of
coated paper for cigarette cartons has switched to supercalen-
dered paper.

There is no way left—and this as a trade proposition can not
be denied—by which coated paper can be sold in the United
States except on a price competitive basis with supercalendered

55 :
pa{)\?hat now is happening to affect this competitive sitnation?
The present tariff rate on casein is 214 cents a pound. The
House increased the rate to 314 cents a pound. Each penny of
increase in the cost of casein per pound adds $1.20 per ton to
the cost of coated paper. Those figures are from the Tariff
Commission. Therefore the House increased the cost of coated
paper $1.20 per ton.

The Senate increased the rate on casein to 51 cents a pound.
Therefore the Senate increased the cost of making coated paper
$3.60 per ton. Now the Senator from Nebraska asks that we
increase the rate to 8 cents a pound, which would increase the
cost of coated paper $6.60 per ton. :

The Senator from New York airily dismisses this price factor
and says that is not very much. But the average, typical 10,000-
ton paper contract would thus face a differential of $66,000. I
submit as a matured judgment that coated paper can not be
sold much longer in the United States under any such competi-
tive differential as that, because it is baving difficulty to main-
tain its market even under conditions as they exist to-day.
When coated paper disappears from the market, casein disap-
pears along with it. This is an axiom,

There will be no market at all for 75 per cent of the ecasein
now made by the American farmer if the Senate votes this
increased duty. This thing we are now asked to do, Mr. Presi-
dent, is an unmeditated but fatal blow to the American dairy
industry.

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I learn from many sources in
my own State, and from other States in that section to the
north of us which is much concerned in the dairy industry, that
the organized dairy interests of this country are practically
unanimous in favor of the 8-cent duty on casein.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I rise to a point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the point of
order.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Has not all the time allotted to them
been consumed by those favoring the amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes; but there are two minutes
remaining, and if some one wants to talk——

Mr. CAPPER. May I say just one word?

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sena-
tor from Kansas if there has been any movement along this
line except by the distinguished gentleman, Mr. Holman, a
racketeer; the distinguished gentleman, Mr. Loomis, a rack-
eteer; and the most distinguished gentleman, Mr. Gray, the
racketeer, so-called farm representatives in Washington who
are betraying the farmer into the hands of those who want to
pick his pockets.

Mr. CAPPER. I can give the Senate this information as to
the wishes of organized dairying, that only recently I discussed
with Mr. Schilling, of Minnesota, representing the dairy indus-
try on the Federal Farm Board. He assured me that this
proposed duty of 8 cents is undoubtedly fair, is greatly needed,
and he was very anxious to see the Congress give its approval
to the proposed increase to 8 cents.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, let me briefly
present in opposition to this amendment certain information that
can not be seriously questioned. In the tariff act of 1913 casein
was on the free list. In the tariff act of 1922 it was given a rate
of 214 cents per pound. The House bill retained the present
rate of 2134 cents per pound, while in the Senate bill the Sen-
ate Finance Committee proposed to increase the present rate to
31 cents per pound. When the casein paragraph was up in
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the Committee of the Whole the Senate Finance Committee
amendment increasing the duty 1 cent per pound was rejected,
and as a result we now have before us the proposal of the
Senator from New York to increase the duty from 214 cents
per pound, as contained in the present law and the House bill,
to 8 cents per pound.

Let us see what these rates represent in ad valorem terms.
The present rate is the equivalent of 20 per cent ad valorem;
the "House rate, 20 per cent ad valorem; the Senate rate, 27
per cent ad valorem ; and the 8-cent rate now under considera-
tion, a rate of approximately 60 per cent ad valorem. In other
words, the proponents of this amendment are seeking an in-
crease of 200 per cent over the rate in the present law and the
rate passed by the House and the rate sustained by the pre-
vious action of this body.

Mr. President, what is going to be the effect of this in-
creased duty, supposing the 8-cent duty we are now considering
is accepted? Its proponents claim that it is a measure of farm
relief and will materially help the dairy farmers. Any benefit
the farmers will receive will be infinitesimal. The duty will
not materially increase the domestic production of casein be-
cause the two principle users of both domestic and imported
casein—namely, the glue and coated-paper manufacturers—
ciairlin that they must have the imported casein, due to its supe-
riority.

The domestic glue manufacturers testify that they are now
paying 5 cents more per pound for the imported—French—
casein, because they must have it to make the finest quality of
glue, and the domestic coated-paper manufacturers say that
they must have the imported casein, and will continue to buy
it despite an increase in duty.

Skim milk is made into casein after it has left the farm.
Approximately 90 per cent is produced by privately owned non-
profit-sharing plants; 10 per cent, or less than 2,000,000 pounds,
valued at $250,000, by cooperatives. It has been reliably re-
ported that at best even an 8-cent tariff would increase the price
paid the farmer for milk only one-half cent per hundredweight—
four-tenths of 1 cent of the total value of the milk—or 50 cents
per farmer per year in the important dairy States—page T1,
Senate hearings, Schedule 16, free list.

In contrast to any small benefit that might accrue to the
dairy farmer because of this excessive tariff of 8 cents per
pound let us consider the effect upon those domestiec manufac-
turers who use casein in making glue and coated paper. First
let me say that there is absolutely no doubt but that this duty
will be fully effective, because at the present time it is necessary
for domestic users to import 57 per cent of the casein used in
this country. :

Mr. President, coated-paper manufacturers in the United
States produce 450,000 tons of coated paper each year. There
are 120 pounds of casein used in the making of 1 ton of coated
paper. Hach 1 cent of duty placed on casein costs, therefore,
the coated-paper manufacturer and other users of casein $1.20
per ton. The rate of 8 cents per pound would cost them $9.60
per ton. This means that the pending amendment, if carried,
will cost the coated-paper manufacturers in this country
$4.077,000 each year. As Massachusetts produces 23 per cent
of the domestic coated paper, it means that the coated-paper
manufacturers of my State alone would pay a tax of $1,000,000
each year in order to increase the Income of the dairy farmers
50 cents per year.

There is little time left to adequately discuss this subject. I
debated it at length when this item was earlier comsidered, to
which I invite the Senate’s attention. In conclusion, assuming
that it would enable the domestic producers to supply the home
market for easein, it would increase the cost of making coated
paper, glue, plywood veneers, waterproof paints, and many other
commodities by millions of dollars annually. Its most dire
effect would be on those industries making coated paper for an
export trade market, which are already in keen competition
without this additional stupendous handicap. This amendment
should be defeated without delay. It is indefensible.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In order to keep the record straight,
the Chair thinks that unanimous consent should be given to re-
consider the vote by which the amendment proposed by the
Senator from New York [Mr. Coreraxp] to the amendment
made as in Committee of the Whole was rejected, so that the
Senate may have another vote upon the amendment to the
amendment. The record only shows that a reconsideration was
had of the vote by which the amendment made as in Committee
of the Whole was concurred in. Without objection, that order
will be made.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roii,
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names: .

Allen Frasier La Follette 3mith
Ashurst Geo MeCulloch imoot
Baird Glass McKellar teck
Barkley Glenn McMaster Stelwer
Bingham Goldsborough MecNar tephens
Black Gould Metcal Bullivan
Blaine Greene Moses Swanson
Blease Grundy Norbeck Thomas, Idaho
Borah Hale Norris Thomas, Okla.
Brock Harris Oddie Trammell
Brookhart Hastin Overman Tydings
Broussard Hutfield Patterson Yandenberg
Capper Hawes Phipps Wagner
Connally Hayden e Walcott
Copeland He Pittman Walsh, Mass.
Couzens Heflin Robinson, Ind. Walsh, Mont,
Cutting Howell Robsion, k: Waterman
Dale Johnson all Watson

11 Joneg Sheppard Wheeler
Fess Kean Bhortridge
Fletcher Keyes Simmons

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-two Senators have an-
swered to their names, A quorum is present. The clerk will
state the pending amendment,

The Corer CrErx. On page T, line 12, strike out “ 5% ” and
insert “ 8," so the paragraph will read:

Pagr. 19. Casein or lactarene and mixtures of which casein or lacta-
rene is the component material of chief value, not specially provided for,
8§ cents per pound.

Mr. HOWELL. I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. COPELAND. If I wish to vote for an B-cent duty on
casein, how should I vote on this question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator should vote “ yea.”

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll

Mr. HASTINGS (when his name was called). On this ques-
tion I have a pair with the senior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BraTrOoN]. Not knowing how he would vote, I withhold
my vote.

Mr. McKELLAR (when his name was called). On this vote
I have a pair with the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Townsenn]. Not knowing how he would vote, I withhold my
vote. .

Mr. FRAZIER (when Mr. NYE's name was called). My col-
league the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Nyg] is un-
avoidably absent from the Chamber. If present, he would vote
N yeﬂ.”

Mr. OVERMAN (when hig name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN].
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Cara-
wAY] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Grrrerr], who is necessarily absent. I am unable to obtain a
transfer, and therefore withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce that the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Reep] has a general pair with the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr, RoBINSON].

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma (after having voted in the nega-
tive). I have a general pair with the senior Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Gorr]. Being unable to obtain a transfer,
I withdraw my vote.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana (after having voted in the affirma-
tive). I have a pair with the junior Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. StepHENS], who is not in the Chamber. I was under
the impression that he had voted. Therefore I am obliged to
withdraw my vote. If permitted to vote, I would vote “ yea.”

Mr. SHEPPARD. 1 desire to announce that the senior Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the junior Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. StepHENS], and the junior Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. CARAWAY] are detained on official business.

I also desire to announce that the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. HagrrisoN] has a pair with the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr, Nye]. If present and voting, the Senator from Mis-
sissippi would vote *“ nay,” and the Senator from North Dakota
would vote “ yea.”

I algo wish to announce that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
Kexprick] is detained on business in his State.

The result was announced—yeas 384, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—34
Allen Brookhart Fletcher Johnson
Baird Capper Frazier Jones
Barkley CoYeland Glenn McMaster
Bingham Dale Grund McNar,
Borah Din Howe! et

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MArcH 6
Phipps Behall Bteiwer Waterman
Pine Shq;Fa.ra Bullivan Watson
Pittman Bhortridge Thomas, Idaho
Robsion, Ky. Bteck Walcott
NAYS—41

Ashurst Glass Keyes Swanson
Black Goldsborough La Follette Trammell
Bt Hode® Mopen Vinden

ale o0ses
Brock Harrls Norbeck wan eel::'herg
Broussard Hatfield Norris Walsh, Mass.
Connally Hawes ddie alsh, Mont.
Cougzens Hayden Overman Wheeter
Cutting Hel Patterson
Fess Heflin Bmith
George Kean Smoot

NOT VOTING—21

Bratton Harrison Ransdell Btephens
Caraway Hastings Reed Thomas, Okla.
Deneen Kendrick Robinson, Ark. Townsend
Gillett King Robinson, Ind.
Goff MeKellar Shipstead
Gould Nye Bimmons

So Mr. CorELAND'S amendment to the amendment made as in
Committee of the Whole was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is upon con-
curring in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole.

The amendment was concurred in.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I inquire of the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] whether he thinks it might not
I;e bg[:g;-opriabe at this time to ask unanimous consent to limit

el

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, personally I should have no
objection doing so; I should like to see that done.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I dare say that there are some
amendments on which more prolonged debate might be desired
by some Senators, although I hope not; but for the purpose of
making a test, I ask unanimous consent——

Mr, SMOOT. Just a moment. If the Senator’s request shall
be acceded to, we shall have to agree to an exception as to
hides, and one or two other items which are going to take some
time for a discussion.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let us test it, then. T ask unani-
mous consent that hereafter debate be limited so that no Sena-
tor shall speak more than once nor longer than 10 minutes on
any amendment which has been reserved.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I expect it is very likely that
some Senators will want to make some exceptions to that re-
quest, and I shall be very glad to entertain any suggestions of
that character.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the senior Senator from Mon-
tana yield to his colleague?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yleld.

Mr. WHEELER. I should object to the request of my col-
league unless we shall except rayon from it.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then, I agree to except rayon.

Mr. BARKLEY. I should have to ask that pottery, brick, and
glassware be made exceptions to the rule suggested by the senior
Senator from Montana.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma rose.

The VICE PRHEHSIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr., WALSH of Montana. The exceptions seem to be so
numerous that I withdraw the request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Montana with-
draws his request.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I should like to have the atten-
tion of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] to suggest to him,
if T may, that he would expedite the passage of the bill if he
ghould secure a unanimous-consent agreement first to consider
the item of lumber, next the item of oil, next the item of hides
and shoes, and next the item of cement, in order that we may
determine to what extent this new coalition has gone. Having
determined that and decided those questions, the minor gues-
tions may be speedily disposed of.

Mr. SMOOT. I think the minor questions are not going to
require very much debate, so that we should gain no time in the
consideration of the bill by acceding to the suggestion of the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. GLASS. Those minor gquestions are taking the time of
individual Senators; in other words, there are a multitude of
items in which some of us have no particular inferest, and we
ghould feel more like attending to other duties than staying
here and hearing discussion upon them. By disposing of the
items I have mentioned, we would greatly expedite the con-
gideration and passage of the bill.

Mr, SMOOT. I think we had better go on regularly now.
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Mr, JONES. Regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular order is demanded.

Mr. GLASS. I ask unanimous consent that we immediately
consider the itemrs which I have already cited in the order I
have named them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. BARKLEY. Reserving the right to object, I desire to say
that there is no amendment on oil pending, and we do not know
that there will be one.

Mr. GLASS. Yes, we do.

Mr. BARKLEY. Such an amendment is not now pending,
and how can we agree to take up something which is not before
the Senate?

Mr. GLASS. But undoubtedly it will be before us.

Mr. JONES. I call for the regular order, Mr, President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular order is demanded.
The Secretary will state the next reserved amendment.

The CHiIEF CLERE. The next amendment reserved is in para-
graph 69, on page 29, lines 16 and 17, to insert “if valued at
more than 10 cents per pound, 4 cents per pound; if valued at
10 cents per pound or less.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in
the amendment made as in Comurittee of the Whole, which has
just been stated.

Mr. COPELAND. I am proposing that the language inserted
by the committee be stricken out. It places a higher rate upon
certain grades of blue. It must be understood that ultra-
marine blues are used in coloring paints and lacquers and
linoleums, which are products used commonly upon the farm.
- Of course, we have to make a reference to the farmer in every-

thing having to do with the tariff bill, because the special ses-
sion was called in the first place to relieve the farmer and we
are relieving him; gradually we are taking away what he has,
and will ultinrately give him full relief; he will be utterly
stricken. :

Here is a proposal to add to his burden and inerease the price
of ultramarine blues and make the paints, linoleum, lacquers,
and other articles he buys cost more.

I want to call attention to the fact that one manufacturer
who made a very bitter attack upon a proposal to lower the
tariff upon these blues and an effort to increase it has no reason
to complain because the company in which he is interested sold
in 1927, 4,243,170 pounds of ultramarine blue, while the total
imports in that year were 916,000 pounds.

Mr. President, I have no disposition to take the time of the
Senate—I have done that too much in the past—but I simply
state that it is an absurd thing to give additional protection
to an industry which is so prosperous as in these brief words I
have indicated this one to be,

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in
the amendment made as in Comnrittee of the Whole,

Mr., HATFIELD obtained the floor.

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his par-
liamentary inquiry. R

Mr. SMITH. The proposal of the Senator from New York
is to eliminate or strike out the words in italies in lines 16
and 17, page 20?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes, sir.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In other words, the Senator from
New York desires the Senate not to coneur in the amendment
made as in Committee of the Whole,

Mr. COPELAND. I desire to have the rate on all blues
retained as at present at 3 cents.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I feel that the motion
which has just been made by my friend, the distinguished Sen-

" ator from New York, is unjustifiable and will mean disaster to
the ultramarine-blue industry of this country.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for a
moment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from West Vir-
ginia yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield.

Mr, SMOOT. I wish the Senator would state, to begin with,
that the only change proposed in existing law is upon ultra-
marine blues valued at over 10 cents a pound, and, so far as
the farmer is concerned, he is not interested in them one whit,

Mr. HATFIELD. That is correct, Mr. President.

I beg to call the attention of the Senate to the hearings
before the subcommittee of the Committee on Finance, and
especially to the testimony of Mr. Henry Dourif, of Hunting-
ton, W. Va., who is one of the owners of the ultramarine plant
located in that city, and to the following statement by the
auditor of the company located there.
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The statement by the auditor is as follows:

KuNTUckY CoLor & CHEMIcAL Co.,
Louisville, Ky., July 13, 1929,
Braxparp UrntramariNg Co.,
Huntington, W. Va.

GENTLEMEN : After consulting with Mr. Neil Conley and glving care-
ful consideration to what a statement would indicate which embraced
a financial statement covering the operations of the National Ultra-
marine Co. for the past five years, we have decided it would do your
cause more harm than good if they were sent in.

Our figures would indicate that the losses of the National Ultra-
marine Co. have grown less each year during the past five years as
sales increased. The coneclusion to be drawn from this by any neutral
party would be that all that was needed was increased sales,

Yours very sincerely,
NATIONAL ULTRAMARINE Co.,
By Sevier BONNIE, Vice President.

In other words, this industry, because of the various changes
in tariff rates, has fluctuated more or less from an industrial
point of view because of the imports from foreign countries.

IMPORTANCE OF THE INDUSTRY AND ITS DEVELOPMENT

Ultramarine is industrially the most important blue mineral
pigment. It finds application in the following industries :

Paint and varnish, as a pigment.

Linoleum and oilcloth, as a coloring matter.

Paper, for tinting, coating, and bleaching.

Printing and lithographie inks, as a pigment.

Sugar refining, as a bleaching agent.

Rubber, as a coloring matter.

Soap and candles, as a coloring matter.

Cement tile and mosaic, as a coloring matter.

Enameling, as a coloring matter.

Artists’ colors.

In addition to its use in these industries, a large guantity of
ultramarine is used in laundry blue, which is also an item cov-
ered by paragraph 70 of the tariff act.

The importance of the ultramarine industry is shown by its
diversity of use.

Artificial ultramarine was first manufactured in France in
1828 by a process devised by a French chemist. Prior to its
manufacture it was produced from a mineral known as lapis
lazuli and cost $20 an ounce. The artificial process reduced the
price of $4 or $5 per pound. By the improvement of the process
of manufacturing, together with the competition, no doubt, the
price has fallen within 10 cents to 25 cents per pound, depending
on the quality. The first successful ultramarine plant estab-
lished in this country was located in New Jersey in 1868.

BAW MATERIALS

The raw materials used are china clay, soda ash, kieselguhr,
diatomaceous earth or other siliceous material, sulphur, and a
suitable carbonaceous material, such as pitch, rosin, or lamp-
black. The raw materials are mixed in proper proportions,
heated in muffle or crucible furnaces, and then slowly cooled.
The fired product is blue. It must be carefully washed to free
it from soluble salts, finely ground, levigated, and dried. After
disintegration of the dried batches they are bolted and blended
to produce the desired standards satisfying to industries that
use it.

About 30 per cent of the output of coarse, dull-colored mate-
rial is separated from the first-quality ultramarine. This infe-
rior product is not the result of technical errors; it is the result
of the nature of the raw materials and of the very nature of
the process, and has been responsible for the =ubstitution by
Congress of the specific rate in the way of tariff duty because
of the contention as to grade.

Every ultramarine manufacturer has this inferior product to
contend with and to dispose of. The success or failure of the
ultramarine manufacturer hinges on the successful marketing
of his second-class material.

Cost of production in the United States and abroad

United | France-
States | Belgium

Cenis
Raw materials . 3.2 3.2
P e O S VT 3.6 .72
Supplies, repairs and packages. . 1.7 .85
Office and administrative exp =Y 3.2 04
Plant depreciation_ . ____________. el .8 .4
R i Y R L e 4 -4
12.9 6. 21
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Selling expense and cost of raw materials are about the same
for both domestic and the foreign manufacturers.

The difference in cost of production in Europe and home in-
dustries is largely due to labor wage.

The wage for unskilled labor for chemical factories is 25
francs in France, or $1 per day as expressed in American money.
This is one-fifth the amount paid in the United States for labor
of the same grade., The wages paid for unskilled labor in
chemical factories in the United States are $5 to $5.50 per day.
The rates of wages for skilled mechanics, machinists, eleetricians,
carpenters, and masons in France and Belgium amount to 16
cents per hour of American money, as compared with rates of
similar skilled American labor of $1 to $1.25 per hour for elec-
tricians and machinists, $0.70 to $1 for carpenters, and $1 to
$1.25 for masons in the United States.

The manufacture of ultramarine involves the use of furnaces
and heavy crushing and grinding machinery. These high wages
make the maintenance, supply, and repair charges an important
item in the cost of production.

The estimated difference of cost in the manufacturing of ultra-
marine in the United States and foreign countries, particularly
in France and Belgium, amounts to 6.69 cents per pound.

In this connection it must be remembered that the manufac-
ture of ultramarine, as stated before, involves the unavoidable
production of 30 per cent of second-class material, which must
be sold near the cost of production. Huropean manufacturers,
with their initial lower cost of production, can market their
second-grade materials in the United States to the serious
embarrassment or the destruction of the American ultramarine
industry unless the industry receives adequate protection on both
the high and the low grades of ultramarine.

TARIFF HISTORY
In 1870 the duty on ultramarine was 6 cents per pound. It

was reduced to 5 cents in 1883, then to 3 cents in 1894, and.

increased again to 414 cents in 1807. In 1909 it was reduced to
8 cents. In 1913 the duty was radically changed to 15 per cent
ad valorem, which was maintained until 1922, when the specific
rate of 3 cents per pound was imposed.

An ad valorem duty is not applicable to ultramarine because
of the difficulty of appraisal.

Prior to the year 1870 there was an ad valorem duty on ultra-
marine blue; but the appraisal of the imports caused such con-
fusion, and so much acrimonious discussion followed, that the
rate, at the request of all concerned, was changed to a specifie
one, and has remained so ever since.

It seems hardly necessary to follow the argument in favor of
specific rates on this item any further.

1 present a table of imports of ultramarine for the years 1910
to 1920, taken from the Tariff Survey already referred to. This
table has been extended by the addition of the statistics of
imports for 1923 to 1927, the later figures being taken from the
Annual Reports of Foreign Commerce and Navigation. I ask
to have this table printed in the Recorp without reading.

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Imports of ultramarine

Rate of duty Quantity| Valus
Fisecal year: Pounds

1910 334 cents per pound...| 18 830 $1, 870
1910 . 3 cents per pound.____ 806 64,322
1911 __ ] 053 63, 817
1012 _ 745, 091 66, 435
1013 0. 604, 938 62, 259
1914 _--do .| 199,315 17,051
1914 15percent. ...._..._..| 701,888 61, 341
1015 do. - 641, 381 62,715
1916 . do 401, 605 44, 709
1017 .. do 388, 201 36, 433
1018 do 350, 136 35, 210
1010 do 107, 573 25, 861
T R R Sl S R R, AR QB R 287, 520 20, 490
i AT TeE L ERl FIE RN ) Bl O F N --| 310,165 28, 968
1020 1 (6 months). _ do...- 887 19, 054
10211 __

19221 3 cents_ LELS
1923___ do.... 641, 765 84, 501
1024 do.... 853, 161 108, 916
1025 do___. 960, 335 143, 596
1028_ et 869, 528 118, 562
1027 do____ 016, 964 113, 662

1 Complete figures for 1620, 1021, and 1922 are not available.

The quantities imported show a gradual increase from 1910 onward,
and show an enormous increase under the low ad valorem rate of 15 per
cent for the year 1914,

The decreases shown subsequent to 1914 and to 1920 are of no signifl-
cance,
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List of manufacturers of ultramarine in the United States :

The Heller & Merz Co., Newark, N, J.; the International Ultramarine
Works, Staten Island, N, Y.; the Russ Co., South Bend, Ind.; the Stand-
ard Ultramarine Co., Huntington, W. Va.; the National Ultramarine
Co., Cincinnati, Ohio.

Mr. HATFIELD. The importations of ultramarine from 1923
onward show an increasing tendency under the specific duty of
3 cents per pound. It is gignificant to note that the average
price of the imports for 1925, 1926, and 1927 show a marked
decrease,

Value of nltramarine imports in cents per pound for—

1925 4,
1926 -
1927 12, 4

This clearly indicates an endeavor on the part of foreign man-
ufacturers to master the American market.

RECOMMEXNDATIONS

All American manufacturers of ultramarine unite in recom-
mending that a new specific duty of 6 cents per pound on ultra-
marine be adopted in the new tariff act now under consideration.
They also recommend that the wording of paragraph 70 of the
act of 1922 be copied for the proposed tariff revision.

I have here statistics of domestic production and imports,
which I ask to have printed in the Recorp without reading.

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Domestie production ultramarine blue

Year Pounds Value Va]p :neu n%.“ Production centers

1023 -] 7,084, 134 | $1, 087, 547 $0. 154

1025 . e emeeeeeeo-] 8,366,920 | 1,226,696 .147 | Indiana, Illinois, New
Jersey, Ohio,
West Virgini

1087 eaeacee—-] B, 347,803 | 1,187,435 .142 | Indiana, New Jersey,

! ?[giﬂ. and West Vir-
ia.

Source: Census of Manufactures.
Imports ultramarine blue, wash, and all other blues
marine

Value per
Year Pounds | Value pound

1023, _ 641,785 | $84, 501 $0. 132
1924___ B53, 161 | 108, 016 128
1925 . 060, 335 | 143, 506 150
1928_ 869, 528 118, 562 136
1927 016,964 | 113, 1
1028 034, 210 | 113,040 L1

Imports in 1925, origivating chiefly in the United Kingdom, werse
equivalent to 11.5 per cent of domestic production in that year. Invoice
analysis of four months for 1929 indicated that 82 per cent of imports
were over 10 cents in value and 18 per cent under 10 cents.

{Source : Foreign Commerce and Navigation.)

Exports : Statistics are not available.

Prices: From 1922 to 1927 prices of ultramarine blue, lowest quality,
remained at 8 cents per pound in the New York spot market, dropping
to 6 cents per pound during 1928, On October 21, 1929, ultramarine
blue In barrels was quoted at 6 cents per pound. Grades of higher
quality ranged to 30 cents per pound.

(Bource : Ofl, Paint, and Drug Reporter.)

Mr. HATFIELD. The facts that are submitted in this brief,
and the facts that were submitted to the Finance Committee, it _
seems to me, ought to be sufficient to enable the Senate to de-
cide to support and continue the present tariff rate. If that is
not done, in my judgment, imports will continue to increase,
the American industry will languish, and in all probability
some of the establishments will be forced to shut down.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). The
question is on concurring in the amendment made as in Com-
mittee of the Whole. [Putting the question.] By the sound
the ayes seem to have it.

Mr, SMOOT. I call for a division.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, before this vote is taken I desire
to make a statement.

Here are practically 9,000,000 pounds of what seems to be a
negligible product, but when we consider that this color enters
into almost every possible form of our domestic life where any
coloring is used, it is by no means negligible, Every laundry
uses it. Every linoleum manufacturer uses it. It is used in the
pigments of paint where this color is desired. When we con-
gider the vast domestic use to which it is ultimately put, we
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are asked to place a duty on the entire product and a tax on
all the American people in order to protect the producers of this
material from an importation of less than a million pounds.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr. President, this increase applies only to
ultramarine blue valued at over 10 cents a pound.

Mr. SMITH. I am speaking about ultramarine blue. It is
one of the forms that enter into the industrial life of this coun-
try; and we produce, in round numbers, about 9,000,000 pounds
and import a little less than a million pounds. In every phase
of our domestic life in which this material is used, in order to
protect the American producer from a competition to the extent
of one-ninth of the consumption, we are going to impose a tax
on every form of paints or colors in which this material is used.

We marvel sometimes why the manufacture of automobiles
is so high. We may have automoblles free of duty, but when
we calculate the accumulated duties on the articles which enter
into the manufacture of automobiles, it will be seen that it is
practically impossible for us, under the conditions which exist
in this country, to get a reduction in the price of the manufac-
tured articles we are compelled to use,

It seems to me that with the history of this thing before us,
with the so-called moderate tariff which has existed heretofore,
we are still maintaining a 9 to 1 production in this country,
comparing imports with exports, and what possible reason there
can be for us to impose an additional cent a pound on this
article is beyond my comprehension.

Mr, HATFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH. I yield.

Mr. HATFIELD. Does the Senator know the difference in
the price per pound for ultramarine blue in Europe as compared
with the price in the United States?

Mr. SMITH. That does not concern me in this matter, be-
cause the statistics show that, no matter what the price abroad
may be, we are holding the domestic import parity in the
proportion of 9 to 1 in favor of us.

Mr. HATFIELD., For the information of the Senator, I wish
to say that in 1923 the price of the imported article was 13.2
cents and for the home product it was 154 cents. Taking into
consideration the difference in the price paid American labor
and the price paid Belgian and French labor, it ean be seen
how small the margin is upon which this industry in the United
States operates; and not to give the industry in the United
States consideration in the way of the protection they ask for
is, in all probability, to surrender the greater part of this pro-
duction to European industry,

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the Senator has answered his
own argument. Even if the price for the foreign article was
13 cents as compared with the American price of 15 cents, for
somel reason the American product is used to the extent of

to 1.

This is but another illustration of the fact that no considera-
tion has been given in this body to the American consumer, the
vast number of those who are consuming these products. The
mortifying spectacle was exhibited here yesterday of this body
riaising the duty on sugar to protect a handful of organized
American manufacturers against a hundred and twenty million
CONSUIers.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH. I yield.

Mr, COPELAND. I have some Interesting information here,
and I read this one sentence:

We have obtained cost information from several different European
producers, and, as previously stated, find in the final analysis that
their ultimate cost of the product in this ecountry, evem with the
duty, is about the same as in the American market.

Mr. SMITH. Exactly. Consider the tragic performance
which occurred here yesterday. What, in its analysis, does
it mean? That out of the pockets of the American consumers
of sugar there will be taken a tax amounting to something like
$50,000,000, not to go into the pockets of the American manu-
facturer in its entirety—perhaps not more than $11,000,000
will go to them—but there will be taken out of the pockets of
the American people something like $40,000,000, which will be
put into the Treasury, and then we give $160,000,000 back to
those taxpayers who do not need aid from this Government,

We remitted $160,000,000 of the people’s money back to cer-
tain income-tax payers, when the vast majority of the American
people have no incomes upon which to pay taxes, and the
streets of this country are already congested with the unem-
ployed who are to-day begging food from the public. We have
no concern for that condition., We want to levy taxes where
the income-tax payers can have their tax remitted whenever
they are unfortunate in their gambling processes.

Mr. President, I for one shall stand here, regardless of what
effect it may bhave upon some little coterie of manufacturers,
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and plead for a chance for the American people, who to-day
are in the worst condition financially this country has ever
seen.

There is not a city in the United States to-day but what has
its bread line. There is not a city in the United States to-day
but whose business is practically paralyzed because of the in-
ability of the masses to have the wherewith to purchase, and
we here subtracting from the little modicum they have in order
to swell the already great profits of those few who are manu-
facturing the necessities of life.

Will we not at any time consider the American people in
our scheme of things? I feel dereliet in my duty when I sit
here and do not voice my protest against the system of taxa-
tion, indirect, not easily explainable to the poor individnal
who has not had opportunity to study its ultimate effect, but
whose effect on his condition is spelled in the disaster that has
overtaken the American people.

These small items, seemingly small, when added together, as
they are used in the different departments of our manufacturing
processes and accumulated with other duties on other essential
articles, make it practically impossible for the mass of the
i&mericat; people to enjoy what might be prosperity and a bless-
ng to all.

We have concentrated the benefits of American genius in the
hands of a few, and so hedged them about with our infamous
tariff laws that the American people, the most industrious, the
greatest inventors of the world, with every facility for putting
those inventions into practical use, are absolutely being starved
in the midst of these wonderfully progressive times. With an
abundance of water flowing, we are denying them the privilege
of ever drinking a drop.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, in the first place, I want to say
that in the statement the Senator made that there is not a
single city in the United States which has not a bread line he is
mistaken.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President— ;

Mr. SMOOT. I say the Senator is mistaken. I do not want
to get into politics; I have kept out of polities in these matters.

Mr. SMITH. I do not want to get into politics. God knows,
a hungry man does not want politics. He wants something to
eat. It has been printed right in the papers of this city that
every philanthropic institution in the city of Washington is
overcrowded with applicants for work and for food, right here
in the Capital City of the United States.

Mr. SMOOT. We will start with the Capital. There is no
bread line in Washington, and there are thousands of cities in
the United States where there are none.

Mr. SMITH. Go down to the Red Cross and see if there is
or is not.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, T call attention to the fact
that the report shows exactly why this duty is proposed. It is
to be applied on ultramarine blue, valued at above 10 cents a
pound. A great deal of this product is made by a West Virginia
eompany, and let me call attention briefly to what the situation
has been.

In 1922 the net sales of ultramarine blue amounted to
727,975, with a profit of $136,654. Those profits in 1923,
although there was increased production in 1923, dropped to
$103,000; in 1924 they amounted to $107,000; in 1926 they
dropped to $90,000; in 1927 fo $52,000. In 1928 the producers
gold $621.705 worth and made $4,751.10.

That shows beyond the question of a doubt that the com-
mittee was justified in fixing a rate on ultramarine blue valued
at above 10 cents, There is no change on the cheaper grade of
marine blue, used for the purposes the Senator has named. If .
there is any one amendment to which we should agree it seems
to me this is the one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on concurring
in the amendment, and a division has been asked.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, a number of speeches have
been made, but every speaker has overlooked telling us what
the amendment is about. WIll not some Senator who has helped
to consume nearly an hour tell us what this is about?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The elerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Brookhart Fletcher Harris
Ashurst Capper Frazier Harrison
Baird Connally George Hastings
Barkley Copeland Glass Hatfield
Bingham Counzens Glenn Hayden
Black Cutting Goldsborough Hebert
Blaine Dale Greene Heflin
Borah Dill Grundy Howell
Brock Fess Hale Jonea
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Kean ‘Nye Sheppard Thomas, Okla.
Keyes Oddle Shortridse Trammell

La Follette Overman Bimmons Tydings
MeCulloch Patterson Smith Vandenberg
McKellar Phipps Smoot Wi r
McMaster Pine telwer Walcott
McNa Ransdell Btephens ‘Walsh, Mont.
Met Robinson, Ind, 8 Waterman
Moses Robsion, Ky. Swanson Watson
Norris Schall Thomas, Idaho ‘Wheeler

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-six Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present. Is the demand
for the yeas and nays seconded?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the clerk please state
the pending amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The LesistatTive CLERk. On page 29, paragraph 69, ultra-
marine blues, after the word “ ultramarine " at the end of line
15 and before the words “3 cents per pound,” the Senate, as in
Committee of the Whole, inserted:

If valued at more than 10 cents per pound, 4 cents per pound; if
valued at 10 cents per pound or less,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on concurring
in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. The
yeas and nays have been ordered and the clerk will call the roll.

- Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it

Mr. SMITH. Is this vote directly on the motion of the
Senator from New York [Mr. CoPELAND]?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not. The question is on
concurring in the amendment made as in Committee of the
Whole. A negative vote on the part of the Senate is what the
Senator from New York desires,

Mr. SMITH. A negative vote would strike out the proposal
of the Finance Committee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, a parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. HATFIELD. Is a vote “yea” a vote in favor of adopt-
ing the amendment recommended by the Finance Committee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll

Mr. McKELLAR (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as to my pair that I made on the previous
vote, I withhold my vote.

Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Grerr], who is not present. I have been unable to obtain
a transfer, and therefore withold my vote.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma (when his name was called).
On this question I have a general pair with the senior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr]. Not knowing how he would
:ote, I withhold my vote. If permitted to vote, I would vote

nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HASTINGS. Making the same announcement as on the
previous vote, I withhold my vote.

I desire to announce the necessary absence of my colleague
the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. TowNsSEND].

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] with the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBiNsoN] ;

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHresTEAD] With the Sena-
. tor from Wyoming [Mr. KenpricK] ;

The Senator from Maine [Mr, Gom.o] with the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Kixg]; and

The Senator irom North Carolina [Mr, OviermMAN] with the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN].

Mr. SIMMONS. The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
CArAwAY] not having made his appearance, I am advised that
I can transfer my pair to him. I do so, and vote “nay.”

Mr. MOSES (after having voted in the affirmative), Mr.
President, is the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr., StECcK] re-
corded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That Senator is not recorded
as having voted,

Mr. MOSES. I have a general pair with that Senator on all
guestions connected with the tariff bill. In his absence I with-
draw my vote.

The result was announced—yeas 37, nays 83, as follows:

YEAS—37
Allen Dale Grundy Jones
Baird Fess Hale Kean
Bingham Glenn Hatfleld Keyes
Capper Goldsborough Hebert MeCulloch
Couzens Greene Howell McNary
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Metealf Ransdell telwer Waterman
Oddie Rohinaon Ind. Sullivan Watson
Patterson obsion, ky Thomas, Idaho
Phipps Shortridge Vandenberg
ine Smoot Walecott
NAYS—33
Ashurst Cutting Heflin Swanson
Barkley Din La Follette Trammell
Bluck Fletcher McMaster Tydingu
Frazier Nye Wagner

Borah George Behall Walsh, Mont.
Brock Glass Sheppard Wheeler
Brookhart Harris Bimmons
Connally Harrison Smith
Copeland Hayden Stephens

NOT VOTING—26
Blease Gould Moses Shipstead
Bratton Hastings Norbeck Steck
Broussard Hawes Norris Thomas, Okla,
Caraway Johnson Overman Townsend
Deneen Kendrick rittman Walsh, Mass.
Gillett Kin Reed
Goft Me Robinson, Ark,

So the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was
concurred in.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, the next amendment is
in paragraph 73, page 30, lines 5 and 6, litharge. It was fully
debated in Committee of the Whole, I therefore ask unanimous
consent that no Senator shall speak longer than five minutes
nor more than once on the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

USE OF THE SENATE OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, it is not about the pending
amendment that I desire to speak, beeause I imagine the action
of the Committee of the Whole will be upheld by the Senate.
It is my desire merely to call to the attention of the Senate the
information carried in the headlines this morning not only of
the Washington Post but of the press of the country:

Grundy tariff staff using Senate office.

I am sure that every Senator is interested in how the offices
in the Senate Office Building are being used. This item, star-
tling in character, says that—

The tariff organization directed by Benator JosErH R. GRUNDY—

and I am sorry the Senator from Pennsylvania is not now in
his seat; I hope that those who direct the destinies of the Re-
publican Party on the sidelines will have him return to the
Chamber, The article reads:

The tariff organization directed by Senator JosEPx R. GrUNDY
(Republican), Pennsylvania, before he was appointed to the Senate has
now been installed in a room in the Senate Office Building.

Revelation of this fact shocked Senators who were Informed of it
to-day and is expected to result in an investigation by the lobby
investigation committee. There was a disposition to regard it as the
possible counterpart of the Bingham-Byanson affair disclosed earlier
in the investigation.

Officials of the American Tariff League, of which Senater GRUNDY
was vice president at the time he was named to the Senate, are
included In the corps of workers who have been using this base eof
operations.

Then it names the staff of the Tariff League that is occupying
those offices, It does seem to me, if this article is based upon
facts, and I do not know whether it is or not, that the Senator
from Pennsylvania himself will ask that the Tariff League
change its base of operations or, if that is not done and the
Senator from Pennsylvania insists on having the Tariff League
operate from the offices in the Senate Office Building, that the
chairman of the Rules Commitiee will ask that it be done,
In the event that neither of these steps be taken, I can assure
the Senate that Senators will have an opportunity fo vote upon
a resolution directing that those offices be vacated by the Tariff
League and given to Senators who perhaps now have not
enough space in the Senate Office Building.

I am quite sure that no Senator ever dreamed that the Senate
Office Building would be turned into a base of operations for
any organization that is seeking to get legislation here. If may
be that the whole thing has been done through a mistake; that
the Senator from Pennsylvania did not appreciate the proprie-
ties of the gituation; and I feel sure, since it is brought to his
attention, that he will not insist on this tariff organization con-
tinuing to occupy offices in the Senate Office Building. I trust
that the Senator from Pennsylvania can tell us that this whole
article is a mistake; and if it is not a mistake, that then he
will at least proceed very soon to have those people moved out
of the Senate Office Building.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, inasmuch as the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Harrisox] has referred to the chairman of the



1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Senate Committee on Rules, it might be well for me to review
exactly what has happened, so far as the Committee on Rules
knows about it.

The Senator from Pennsylvania came here, and like every
other “ freshman ” Senator was assigned two rooms in the Senate
Office Building. With the absence of his colleague, and the
necessary multiplication of work in his own office, he repre-
gented to the chairman of the Committee on Rules, who is also
chairman of the subcommittee of that committee in charge of
the Senate Office Building, that his work required more room.
An investigation indicated that that was true. Even the most
cursory view of the offices then occupied by.the Senator from
Pennsylvania would show that to be true. There did not hap-
pen at the minute to be any available space which could be
assigned for the additional purposes which the Senator from
Pennsylvania apparently had in mind.

When the subcommittee of the Committee on Privileges and
Elections, which had been investigating the contest between Mr.
Wilson and Mr. Vare for the seat in the Senate from Pennsyl-
vania, which the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GRUNDY] now occupies, a room which had been made by parti-
tioning off the end of a corridor of the Senate Office Building,
became vacant, and that was assigned to the Senator from
Pennsylvania. It was assigned to him in the same manner that
any room in the Office Building is assigned to a Senator.

The chairman of the Committee on Rules has never thought
it his duty to find out who occupied the rooms which are as-
signed to Senators. However, upon the publication of the arti-
cle to which the Senator from Mississippi has referred, the
chairman of the Committee on Rules undertook to make some
inquiry, and was informed that the room had never been occu-
pied by any except the regular employees of the Senator from
Pennsylvania ; that the tariff organization—I do not remember
its name—still maintains its offices in an office building down
town; and that the room in question is used solely by the
members of the personal staff of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania; and, it being the practice of the Senate to accept the
word of any Senator regarding any transaction, the chairman
of the Committee on Rules looked upon the incident as there-
upon closed.

REVISION OF THE TARIFF

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 2667)
to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with foreign countries,
to encourage the industries of the United States, to protect
American labor, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is npon concurring in
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, of course that brings up a
new matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment the Senator from Mississippi can not speak again on this
amendment. There will, however, be another amendment pend-
ing in a few moments.

Mr. MOSES. A parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. MOSES. May the Senator from Mississippi and I resume
this discussion later?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will be the privilege of the
Senators to do so if they desire when another amendment shall
be before the Senate. The question is on concurring in the
amendment made as in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, I should like to have
the amendment stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be again
stated.

The LecisLATIVE CLERE. On page 30, line 5, the Senate, as in
Committee of the Whole, struck out *“2%5 cents” and inserted
“ 214 cents,” so as to read:

Litharge, 2% cents per pound.

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, in connection with
this amendment I would say that it developed during the course
of the debate when the subject matter was under consideration
as in Committee of the Whole that the guestion of litharge was
not considered before the Finance Committee. There was no
information given as to why the tariff on that article should
be reduced ; but the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, took
action by reducing the tariff from 214 cents to 215 cents.

Mr. President, the manufacture of lead pigments furnishes one
of the most important markets for pig lead. Out of a total
annual lead production in the United States of 690,000 tons, it
is estimated that about 275,000 tons, or approximately 40 per
cent, are converted into lead pigments, such as white lead, red
lead, litharge, orange mineral, and sublimed lead and lead chro-
mates, from which it may be realized that anything affecting
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the welfare of the lead-pigment industries is of primary con-
cern also to the lead mining and smelting industries of the
United States. One measure of the importance of the lead-
pigment industries is indicated by the valne of the lead pig-
ments produced in the United States annually, which is about
$55,000,000.

Litharge, a monoxide of lead, is used in the manufacture of
storage batteries, paint, enameled ware, linoleum, glassware, pot-
tery, and printing inks, oil refining, varnish manufacfure, and
rubber making.

Red lead, a tetraoxide of lead, is used mainly in paints for pro-
tecting iron and steel work, but it is alse used in many of the
industries mentioned in connection with litharge.

Orange mineral, also a tetraoxide of lead, is a lead pigment
of minor importance used mainly in the manufacture of imita-
tion vermilions.

White lead, the hydrated basic carbonate of lead, is a base
for high-grade paints and is also used in the manufacture of
pottery, enameled ware, and putty.

Sublimed lead is a basic lead sulphate used mainly in paint.

Lead chromate is used as a coloring pignrent in paints and ink.

Briefly, Mr. President, domestic litharge production supplies
almost completely the domestic demand for litharge. Imports,
thanks to the protection granted by the tariff act of 1922, are
negligible. A small volume of export business is done; in 1928,
2,100 tons of red lead and litharge were exported compared
with a domestic production of 125,000 tons; but practically all
the exported litharge was either made in bond, or manufactured
with benefit of drawback, from imported pig lead, mainly Mexi-
can. It may not be said therefore, as intinrated by those who
favored a reduction in the tariff on litharge, that the litharge
business is on a healthy export basis.

The protection enjoyed by litharge under the tariff act of 1922
is 214 cents per pound, which is a little over one-half cent above
the compensatory rate of 1.95 cents. The extremely modest pro-
tection of 1922 has been sufficient to keep foreign importations
to a minimum ; but if the tariff reduction in litharge to 214 cents
proposed by the Senate becomes law, there is a distinet danger
that imports of litharge will enter the United States, displace
both the American-made product and an important market of
the domestic lead miners and smelters. Another likelihood is
that the manufacture of lead pigments might be transferred to
Canada, where unused manufacturing facilities are already
available. If this should come to pass, some plants in the
United States would likely have to shut down. The proposed
tariff reduction leaves litharge with only about one-eighth cent
per pound over the compensatory rate, which is little more than
a brokerage on an importation of this nature. Considering the
fact that labor costs in European pigment-producing countries
are much lower than in the United States, the protection of
one-eighth cent per pound above the compensatory rate is sadly
deficient in allowing for the difference between American and
foreign labor costs.

I may add that the production of lead pigments is a very
important industry in a great many States, and is one which
employs a great many men, It is my judgment that anything |
that has to do with the production of lead pigments affects
directly lead mining operations and the employment of labor.
I hope the amendment adopted as in Committee of the Whole
will not be concurred in.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, aside from the States that
produce lead, a great many States, including my own, manufaec-
ture it into the flnished product. The States of California,
Indiana, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Ohio, New York, New Jersey,
Missouri, and West Virginia are largely responsible for the pro-
duction of red lead, paint, litharge, and so forth. I find myself
in harmony with the junior Senator fromr the State of Idaho
[Mr. THoMAS], and I, too, hope that the amendment made as
in Committee of the Whole will not prevail.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I am familiar with the mining
sitmation in this country. Quite recently the price of silver has
dropped to a very alarming extent. The lead mining industry
of the United States is very closely affiliated and allied with
the silver mining industry, because almost every lead deposit
contains a certain amount of silver. The decrease in the price
of silver has had a very bad effect on the lead mining industry,
and the troubles that have come to that industry are reflected
in the whole range of mining activity.

Mr. President, mining is one branch of industry that has not
received the recognition it should receive from the Congress of
the United States. We know what has been done for agricul-
ture; we approve of it, and we stand ready to do more in the
way of appropriations, and otherwise, when it can be shown
that such aid is needed; but only a fraction of what has been
done for agriculture has been done for the mining industry. It
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has stood by and suffered; it is in a depressed condition, and
the most we can now do is little enough. I hope that the pleas
made by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. THoMAS] and the Sena-
tor from West Virginia [Mr. Harrmerp] will be heeded by the
Senate and the amendment will be defeated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gquestion is on concurring in
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered fo their names:

Allen Geo McKellar Bmith

Baird G ls,sa McMaster Bmoot
Barkley Gle McNa Stelwer
Bingham (oldsbomugh Hetmg Btmvhem
Blac! Gree Moses Bullivan
Blaine Grundy Norbeck Swanson
Blease Hale Norris Thomas, Idaho
Borah Harris Nye Thomas, Okla.
Brock Harrison Oddie

Brookhart Hastin Overman dings
Capper Hatfl Patterson Vandenberg
Caraway Hawes Phipps Waleott
Connally Hayden e Walsh,
Copeland Hebert Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Cougens Heflin Robinson, Ind. Wa

Cutting Jones Robsion, Ky. Watson

Din Kean Schall w

Fess Keﬁ‘es Bhey d

Fletcher La Follette Bho

Frazier MeCulloch Simmons

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The question is
on concurring in the amendment made as in Committee of the
Whole,

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. GEORGE. As I understand, those who wish to concur
in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole will
vote * yea "

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is correct.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I ask that the amendment adopted
as in Committee of the Whole be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The LecisLATIVE CLERE. On page 30, line 5, the Senate, as in
Committee of the Whole, struck out *“2%% cents” and inserted
“21¢ cents,” so as to read:

Litharge, 2% cents per pound.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in
the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. On that
question the yeas and nays have been demanded and oidered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCKELLAR (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as before as to my pair, I withhold my
vote. .

The roll eall was coneluded.

Mr. MOSES (after having voted in the negative). I transfer
my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. StTecK] to the
junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DALE] and will permit my
vote to stand. ;

Mr. SIMMONS. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Giirerr] to the senior Senator from
Arizona [Mr. AsHUrsT] and will vote, I vote “yea.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I have a general pair with the
senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr], who is absent.
I therefore withhold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should
vote “ yea.”

Mr. McCKELLAR. I transfer my pair with the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. TownNsexp] to the Senator from New York [Mr.
WaeNER] and will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. HA’I‘FIELD My ecolleague [Mr. Gorr], if present, wonld
vote “nay.”

Mr. HASTINGS. On this question I have a pair with the
senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BraTToN], and therefore
withhold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should vote “nay.”

Mr. OVERMAN. I have a general pair with the senior Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN]. Not knowing how he would
vote on this question, I withhold my vote.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rexp] with the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBiNson];

‘The Senator from Maine [Mr. Gourp] with the Senator from
Utah [Mr. King]; and

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPsTEAD] With the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK].
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The result was announced—yeas 31, nays 43, as follows:
YEAS—31
Barkley Connally Heflin Smith
Black Fletcher La Follette Stephens
Blaine Frazier McKEellar Bwanson
Blease rge Norris Trammell
rah Glass Nye dings
Brock Harris Schall alsh, Mass,
Brookhart Harrison Sheppard Walsh, Mont.
Caraway Hayden Simmons
NAYS—43
Greene MeN: Bhortridge
Baird Grundy Hetc?aﬁ Bmoot o8
Bingham Hale Btelwer
Capper Hatfleld Norbeek Sullivan
Copeland Hawes Oddie Thomas, Idaho
uzens H, Patterson Yandenberg
Cutting Jones Phipps Walcott
ill Kean Pine Waterman
yes Ransdell ‘Watson
Glenn MecCulloch Robinson, Ind, Wheeler
Goldsborough McMaster Robsion,
NOT VOTING—22
Ashurst Goft King Steck
Bratton Gould Overman Thomas, Okla,
Bro Hastin, Pittman Townsend
Dale Howell Reed agner
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ark.
Gillett Kendrick Shipstead

So the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was
nonconcurred in.

USE OF SENATE OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. GRUNDY. Mr. President, I rise for the purpose of con-
firming the statement made by the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Moses] in regard to the personnel of the offices I occupy in
the Senate Office Building.

There is no one there who is either directly or indirectly con-
nected with the American Tariff League. The faet that there
are people there beyond the allotment made by the Senate to
each Senator is due to the fact that we are in the midst of a
tariff revision, and Pennsylvania is interested in pretty nearly
every paragraph of the schedules in the tariff bill. The senior
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ReEep] is abroad, and the result
has been that a very large number of people from Pennsylvania
and from the industrial East have called at that office, interested
both in the lowering and the raising of the rates of duty.
Therefore it has been necessary to have additional people there
beyond those allotted by the Senate for clerical hire.

The situnation in which I find myself is a situation in which
Senator Pepper found himself when he was here in the midst
of a tariff revision, and in which Senator Penrose always found
himself, whether a revision was on or not. I desire, however,
to take this opportunity of confirming what the SBenator from
New Hampshire said—that there is no one there direetly or
indirectly connected with the American Tariff League.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may 1 ask the Senator a
question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. GRUNDY. I do.

Mr. HARRISON. Then, as I understand the Senater, it is
not true that the American Tariff League has changed its offices
from uptown to the Senate Office Building?

Mr. GRUNDY. The American Tariff League, as I under-
gtand, is maintaining the same offices in the Transportation
Building that they have had there for the last year or 14
months; and they certainly have not transferred them to the
Senate Office Building.

Mr. HARRISON. And they bhave no offices in the Senate
Office Building?

Mr. GRUNDY. They certainly have not. Members of the
Tariff League who come to town, as well as their officers, from
time to time call there, and they are very welcome vigitors,
indeed, and every courtesy that our office can extend to them
1 am delighted to have extended to them; but they are there
as visitors and nothing else.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, the members of the Tariff
League would naturally come to the Senator’s office and ought
to be welcomed.

Mr. GRUNDY. They are very welcome.

Mr. HARRISON. But the Senator can appreciate that with
a news report going out that this tariff organization had taken
up offices in the Senate Office Building, and an office room was
set aside for them, it does not sit very well; and the Senator
would not approve of that, of course.

Mr. GRUNDY. Absolutely not; and I want to thank the
Senator from Mississippi for rising in his place and bringing
this matter to the attention of the Senate so that I could make
this statement.

Mr. HARR

ISON. The Senator is very welcome.
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Mr. CARAWAY.- Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me
for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. GRUNDY. Certainly.

Mr. CARAWAY., Who is Warren F, Doane?

Mr. GRUNDY. Warren F, Doane is the editor of The Manu-
facturer, a publication of the Manufacturers’ Club of Phila-
delphia.

Mr. CARAWAY. It is the journal of the American Tariff
League, is it not?

Mr. GRUNDY. Oh, no; absolutely not. It has no connection
with it

Mr. CARAWAY, It is a Pennsylvania manufacturers’ asso-
ciation journal?

Mr. GRUNDY. No, no.

Mr. CARAWAY., Does the Senator say it is an independent
journal?

Mr, GRUNDY. It is an independent journal, published by the
Manufacturers’ Club of Philadelphia,

Mr. CARAWAY. Absolutely; and this man, Mr. Doane, is
the hired editor?

Mr. GRUNDY. He is the hired editor.

Mr. CARAWAY. Has he been staying in this room in the
Senate Office Building?

Mr. GRUNDY. He has headquarters in the LaFayette Hotel.

Mr. CARAWAY., I am not talking about where his head-
quarters is, Has he been staying in this room in the Senate
Office Building?

Mr. GRUNDY. No; he is in town part of his time, and his
room is in the LaFayette Hotel. He comes to my offices when
I want him to come there, to consult with me.

Mr. CARAWAY. He has been principally staying there, has
he not?

Mr. GRUNDY. Oh, no; he visits there when I want him to
come to my offices.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is every day, is it not?

Mr. GRUNDY. No; not at allL

Mr. CARAWAY. Who is John Lerch?

Mr. GRUNDY. John G. Lerch is an attorney, a member of
the firm of Lamb & Lerch, of New York City.

Mr. CARAWAY. He has been appearing here frequently in
reference to this tariff bill?

Mr. GRUNDY. Oh, yes, surely; and other matters.

Mr. CARAWAY. Has he been staying a good part of his
time in the Senate Office Building?

Mr. GRUNDY. Oh, my, no. He calls there from time to
time. He is my personal counsel. He calls there when I ask
him to call there.

Mr, CARAWAY. And he is representing quite a large num-
ber of industries that have items in this tariff bill?

Mr. GRUNDY. Oh, yes; I hope so.

Mr. CARAWAY, That is his prineipal business?

Mr. GRUNDY. I hope so; yes.

Mr, CARAWAY., Who is Arthur L, Faubel?

Mr. GRUNDY. He is the general secretary of the American
Tariff League. E

Mr. CARAWAY. On the pay roll at $10,000 a year?

Mr. GRUNDY. That or more; yes.

Mr. CARAWAY, That is too much, but that is what it is.
He has been staying in this room?+

Mr. GRUNDY. No; he has not. He is a visitor there from
time to time,

Mr. CARAWAY. A visitor there every day, is he not?

Mr. GRUNDY. He is not in town every day.

Mr. CARAWAY. Whenever he Is here, that is where he
stays?

Mr. GRUNDY. No; it is not. He ealls there from time to
time.

Mr. CARAWAY. I know about calling there from time to
time, but he calls there every morning and stays until evening?

Mr. GRUNDY. No. He is around the Capitol here a great
share of the time.

REVISION OF THE TARIFF

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 2667)
to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with foreign countries,
to encourage the industries of the United States, to protect
American labor, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next
amendment reserved for a separate vote.

The LecistaTive Crerg. On page 30, line 6, the Senate, as
in Committee of the Whole, struck out “23% ” and inserted in
lieu thereof “214.” so as to read:

Red lead, 23§ cents per pound.
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

‘sent that upon this amendment no Senator shall speak more

than once or longer than five minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection. The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, the same situation
exists with reference to red lead that existed as to litharge.
The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, saw fit to reduce
the tariff from 2% cents to 214 cents per pound. An argument
applying to litharge applies to red lead. I do not care to go
into the discussion but do ask for a roll call.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll,

Mr. HATFIELD (when Mr. GorF's name was called). My
colleague [Mr. Gorr], if present, would vote “ nay.”

Mr. McKELLAR (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as before of my pair and its transfer, I
vote * yea.”

Mr. FESS (when Mr, MosEs's name was called). I was re-
quested to announce that the senior Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Mosgs] is paired with the senior Senator from Iowa
[Mr, STECK].

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr,
DENEEN].

Mr, SIMMONS (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Giurerr],
which I transfer to the junior Semator from Montana [Mr,
WaEeeLER], and vofe “ yea.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma (when his name was called)., I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Gorr]. Being unable to obtain a transfer, I withhold my
vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr, McKELLAR (after having voted in the affirmative). I
find that the Senator to whom I transferred my pair has come
into the Chamber, so I withdraw my vote.

Mr. HASTINGS. On this question I have a general pair
with the senmior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BraTTON],
which I transfer to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Dawr], and vote “nay.”

Mr. METCALF. I have a general pair with the senior Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. Typines]. Not knowing how he
would vote, I withhold my vote.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reen] with the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBiNson] ;

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] wWith the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. KENprick] ; and

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Gourp] with the Senator from
Utah [Mr. King].

Mr. TYDINGS. I have a pair with the senior Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Mercarr], and I understand he has withheld
his vote. Therefore I withhold my vote. If permitted to vote,
I would vote “ yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 31, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—31
Ashurst Caraway Hgden Sheppard
Barkley Connally Hetlin Bimmons
Black Fletcher La Follette Smith
Blaine Frazier MeMaster Stephens
Blease George Norbeek Swanson
Borah Glass Norrls Walsh, Mass.
Brock Harris Nye Walsh, Mont,
Brookhart Harrison Sel
ﬁ. NAYS—41

Allen Goldsborough McCullgeh Bteiwer
Baird Greene McNary Sullivan
Bingham Grundy Oddie Thomas, Idaho
?toussa:d gg% gﬁgemn g’vnndenberg

‘apper n 8 agner
Copeland .E[al:ﬂelﬁs Pine : Walcott
Couzens Hawes Pittman Waterman
Cutting Hebert Ransdell Watson
IIgm %ones Isighinson. Ind.

(=5 ean ortridge
Glenn Keyes Smoot

NOT VOTING—24

DBratton Howell Moses Bteck
Dale Johnson Overman Thomas, Okla.
Deneen Kendrick Reed Townsend
Gillett Ki&g Robinsgon, Ark, Trammell
Goff McKellar Robsion, ky. Tydings
Gould Metcalf Shipstead Wheeler

So the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was
nonconcurred in.

Mr., LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, the Senate acted upon
this amendment as in Committee of the Whole after full debate
on February 7, 1930. I ask unanimous consent that the roll call




by which the amendment just now defeated was adopted may
be printed at this point in the REcorp.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the roll call was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The PresipiNg OrrFicER. The question I8 on agreeing to the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HarrisoxN]. [Put-
ting the question.] The Chair is in doubt.

Mr. La FoLLETTE and Mr. HARRISON called for the yeas and nays, and
they were ordered.

The Chief Clerk proeeeded to call the roll.

Mr. McNArY (when his name was called). Upon this vote I have a
pair with the genior Senator from Missourl [Mr. Hawes]., If he were
present, he would vote * yea,” and if I were free to vote I should vote
- nﬂy.“

Mr, RaxspEnn (when his name was ealled), On this vote I bave a
pair with the Benator from Iowa [Mr. BroOoEHART], and therefore re-
frain from wvoting.

Mr. Taomas of Idaho (when his name was called). On this vote I
have a pair with the Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. If he were
present, he would vote “ yea,” and if I were permitted to vote I would
vote ** na,y."

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr, ParreErsoN (after having voted in the negative). I have a gen-
eral palr with the junior Senator from New York [Mr, Waeser]., I
therefore desire to withdraw my vote.

Mr. ScmALL. I desire to announce the unavoidable absence of my
colleague [Mr. SHipsTEAD], and I ask that this announcement may
stand for the day.

Mr. Nye. Upon this guestion my colleagne [Mr. Frizier], who is
unavoidably absent, is paired with the senior Senator from Delaware
[Mr. HasTINGS]. Were they present and voting, my colleague would
vote " yea,” and the senior Senator from Delaware would vote * nay."

Mr. SHORTRIDGE (after having voted in the negative). I have a pair
with the Senator from Virginia [Mr. SwaxsoN], and therefore withdraw
my vote.

Mr. McNary. I wish to announce the following general pairs:

The Benator from Illincis [Mr., GLENN] with the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaYDEX] ;

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, REep] with the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON]; and

The Benator from California [Mr. JornsoN] with the Benator from
Towa [Mr. BTECK].

Mr. SueprParp. I wish to announce that on this vote the SBenator from
New Hampshire [Mr, Mosgs] is paired with the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. CARAWAY].

I also wish to announce that the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Prrrmax] and the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] are neces-
garily absent from the Senate attending a conference in the West relat-
ing to the diversion of the waters of the Colorado River.

Mr. Broussarp. I desire to announce that the senior Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. RANsDELL] 18 necessarily absent from the Chamber
on officlal business.

The result was announced—yeas 37, nays 35, as follows:

Yeas—37 : Messrs, Allen, Barkley, Black, Blaine, Blease, Borah, Brat-
ton, Brock, Capper, Copeland, Cutting, Dill, Fletcher, George, Glass,
Harris, Harrison, Heflin, Howell, Jones, La Follette, McKellar, Mec-
Master, Norbeck, Norris, Nye, Overman, Schall, Sheppard, Simmons,
Smith, Stephens, Thomas of Oklahoma, Tydings, Walsh of Massachu-
setts, Walsh of Montana, and Wheeler,

Nays—35: Messrs. Balrd, Bingham, Broussard, Couzens, Dale,
Deneen, Fess, Gillett, Goff, Goldsborough, Gould, Greene, Grundy, Hale,
Hatfield, Hebert, Kean, Kendrick, Keyes, McCulloch, Metealf, Oddie,
Phipps, Pine, Robinson of Indiana, Robsi of Kentucky, Smoot,
Bteiwer, Bullivan, Townsend, Trammell, Vandenberg, Walcott, Waterman,
and Watson, :

Not woting—24: Messrs. Ashurst, Brookhart, Caraway, Connally,
Frazier, Glenn, Hastings, Hawes, Hayden, Johnson, King, McNary,
Moses, Patterson, Pittman, Ransdell, Reed, Robinson of Arkansas, Bhip-
gtead, SBhortridge, Steck, Swanson, Thomas of Idaho, and Wagner,

S0 Mr. HamrisoN’s amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask unanimous consent that upon the
next amendment debate shall be limited to five minutes, and that
no Senator shall speak more than once.

Mr. COPELAND. I object.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I modify my request and ask that de-
bate be limited to 10 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is theére objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered. -

The Secretary will state the amendment.

The LeeisLATIVE CLERE. On page 31, lines 22 and 23, as in
Committee of the Whole, the Senate disagreed to the committee
amendment striking out * Sodium and potassium ™ and inserting
“ Sodium, potassium, lithinm, beryllium, and caesium,” and sub-
sequently struck out paragraph 80, embracing lines 22 and 23,
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Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I have the attention
of the Senator from Utah?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah will please
give his attention.

Mr. COPELAND. What I have in mind with reference to
the omission in paragraph 80, page 31, is “lithinm, beryllium,
and caesium.” Where will they go if they are eliminated from
that paragraph?
er. SMOOT. They will go to paragraph 5 in the basket

ause,

Mr. COPELAND. At what rate?

Mr, BMOOT. - At 25 per cent,

Boi;ir' COPELAND. The same rate as is provided in paragraph

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator is familiar with a customs
decision where these items went to metals unwrought on the
free list. Is there any danger that that is what might happen
to them if they are not restored to this paragraph?

Mr, SMOOT. No; because we modified the free-list para-
graph, and they will remain here no matter what action is
taken. Unless there is a different vote taken in the Senate,
they will remain here.

Mr. COPELAND. If the rate is the same, would it not be a
more orderly procedure to have them retained in this paragraph?

Mr, SMOOT. No; I think the best thing to do is to keep
them here. Just what wag the Senator’s question?

Mr. COPELAND. Would it not be better to disagree to what
has been done and leave them in this paragraph? :

Mr. SMOOT. That is what the committee recommended, but
that was not the action of the Senate.

Mr. COPELAND. Let me explain to the Senate that these
three metals were taken from this paragraph and would go into
another paragraph where the rate is the same, but it would
seem to me that the course to pursue is to disagree to what the
Senate did and restore them to this paragraph. The rate would
be identical.

Mr. SMOOT. That is what the committee tried to do,

Mr. COPELAND. What then should be the form of my
motion ?

Mr. SMOOT. To disagree to the action of the Senate.

Mr. COPELAND. I ask that the Senate disagree to the
action of the Senate as in Committee of the Whole,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I think we should
first have some kind of information about what we are doing.
I do not think a Member of the Senate, outside of perhaps half
a dozen, has any sort of notion about what is taking place here.

On this matter the eommittee recommended a certain amend-
ment, striking out “sodium and potassium” and inserting
“godinm, potassium, lithium, beryllium, and caesium.” The
Senate in Committee of the Whole disagreed to that amendment.
They did not want that done. They wanted to leave it simply
“ godium and potassium.” The reasons that impelled the Senate
to that action no one knows anything about now. I have not a
notion about what it was that induced the Senate at that time
to disagree to the committee amendments.

Mr, SMOOT. We disagreed to the whole thing, not only the
words “ sodium and potassium” but we disagreed to the entire
paragraph. That then takes it back into the basket clause.

Mr. LA FOLLETTHE. And reduces the duty. In other words,
it was to strike out the increase which the committee placed
there.

Mr. SMOOT. No; it was not. There was no change in duty.

Mr. COPELAND. No; the duty is the same.

Mr. SMOOT. The basket clause carries 25 per cent.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Upon what consideration should
the Senate disagree to the committee amendment and put the
produets in the basket clause if there is no difference in the
rate? -

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Why should the Senate have taken
them out of the basket clause and put them in this particular
clause when the rate is exactly the same? We went over these
matters very carefully, and all of them were explained and the
reasons given with respect to all of them, but it has entirely
passed out of my recollection.

Mr. SMOOT. Let me call attention to this statement, It is
very short indeed.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will ask the Senator from Utah if the
motive that prevailed upon the Senate to take that action was
that they wanted to transfer these items to the free list?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not so understand it

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That may have justified the commit-
tee's action, but I am asking about what the Senate did.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senate sent it to paragraph § in the basket
clause. There was a decision which reads as follows:
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Sodium and potassium have been classified free of duty since Decem-
ber 4, 1928, under paragraph 1562, as “ metals, unwrought.”

Before this decision these products were dutlable at 25 per eent ad
valorem under paragraph 5. The new rate merely restores these articles
by specific mention to the same dutiable status which existed prior to
the above Treasury decision,

That is what I stated before, and that is the fact in the case.
The Treasury decision undid what the Congress thought they
were doing by putting on a 25 per cent ad valorem duty.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I think the actual situation is as
suggested by the Senator from Wisconsin. The real purpose
was to disagree to the Senate committee amendment and then
to put sodium and potassinm on the free list. That I think
was what was in the mind of the Senate when we rejected the
amendment offered by the Committee on Finance.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr, President, if the Senator from
Montana will yield

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Certainly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The fact is that sodium and potassium
are on the free list in the 1922 act.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; they carried 25 per cent ad valorem in
paragraph 5, but went on the free list by virtue of Treasury
decision 43066.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The notation that I have is that sodium
and potassium have been transferred to the free list, 1922 act,
paragraph 1562,

Mr. SMOOT. By a Treasury decision. That is what it was.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Treasury decision is just
simply a construction of the act. These commodities were not
on the dutiable list by the act and off the dutiable list by a
Treasury decision. The Treasury decision must have been that
under the act they were on the free list.

Mr. SMOOT. The decision was as to the description under
the act of 1922, and under the wording of the act the Treasury
Department decided that they did not fall in paragraph 5 at
25 per cent, but did go on the free list as unwrought metals.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President, I recall very dis-
tinctly that when we had the bill of 1922 before us the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] made a very stout fight to put
sodinm and potassium upon the free list, because they were con-
stituents of cyanide sodium and cyanide potassium used in
leaching ores.

The Treasury decision undoubtedly simply carried out the
purpose of the Congress at that time to put these commodities
upen the free list. I suspect that it was the same idea that
operated to reject the amendment proposed by the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, the purpose being later on, and apparently
then it was overlooked, to put potassium and sodium on the
free list,

Mr. SMOOT. They have no relation to sodinm cyanide.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But they are elements in the mak-
ing of sodium cyanide and potassium cyanide.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; they are made out of salt entirely,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Let
the Chair state that the parlinmentarian suggests that the
proper way to offer the amendment is as follows: After the
word “ potassinm ” in the language proposed to be stricken out
insert the following:

Sodium, potassium, lithium, beryllium, and caesium.

Mr. COPELAND. Is not the proper question to be voted on
whether or not we will accept the paragraph as it came from
the committee?

Mr. SMOOT.~The amendment that was just read by the
Presiding Officer would put these commodities on the free list.

Mr. COPELAND. I move that paragraph 80 as it came to
the Senate from the Finance Committee be adopted.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, a point of order,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state the
point of order.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I make the point of order that the
question is on concarring in the amendment adopted as in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator is correct.
ever, that is open to amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. If we want the Senate committee amendment,
then we should disagree to the action of the Senate taken as in
Committee of the Whole. That would leave it as reported to
the Senate, and that will carry a rate of 25 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, do I understand that in Com-
mittee of the Whole we rejected the entire paragraph?

Mr, SMOOT. Yes; it went out altogether.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The whole paragraph did not go
out. The paragraph read:

Bodium and potassium, 25 per cent ad valorem,

How-
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The Senate Finance Committee moved to strike out *sodium
and potassium " and insert “sodium, potassium, lithium, beryl-
lium, and caesium, 25 per cent ad valorem,” and that amend-
ment was rejected, so that the paragraph stands as it came from
the House, namely, “sodium and potassium, 25 per cent ad
valorem.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that a
subsequent vote struck out sodium and potassium.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That was another vote. The gues-
tion now is upon voting on the Senate amendment, is it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If that action is rejected or is
sustained, then the other matter will come up, will it not?

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr, PITTMAN. This paragraph comes to the Senate with
“godium and potassium ” stricken out in paragraph 80. That
is the way it eomes, is it not?

Mr. SMITH. No; if I may answer the Senator. The point
that confuses me is that we have sodium and potassium in the
House text withont the others. We simply struck those out
and added the others to them so that the vote would include
sodium and potassium. :

Mr. SMOOT. Just as we do in every case similar to this.
The Senator from Nevada is right in saying that we struck out
sodium and potassium, and in striking them out we did it for
the purpose of putting in sodium, potassium, lithium, beryllium,
and caesium as one amendment. That was all.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inguiry. I
would rather have the Chair inform me on this question, The
section reads as follows as reported to the Senate:

Par. 80. Sodium, potassium, lithium, beryllium, and caesium, 25 per
cent ad valorem.

Are we voting to sustain or reject that paragraph?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands from
the record that the first vote was a disagreement to the Senate
committee amendment, and then later the Senate struck out
sodium and potassium. If the Senate will permit, the Presiding
Officer will state that the parliamentarian informs the Chair
that the proper amendment to be offered now is as follows:
Insert, after the word “ potassium,” in line 22, the following:
“ Sodium, potassium, lithium, beryllium, and ecaesium.” It
would seem to the Chair that that is what should be done.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That would not be a vote upon the
action in the Committee of the Whole. The action in Committee
of the Whole struck out the paragraph altogether. My informa-
tion is that unanimous consent was obtained to include the
striking out of sodium and potassium, that they were all voted
upon at the same time, and the paragraph was stricken out at
the same time. There was a record vote on it. Now the ques-
tion is, Shall the action taken in the Committee of the Whole be
confirmed by the Senate? Any Senator who desires to secure
the committee amendment as reported from the Finance Com-
mittee can obtain that result by voting “ nay.” Those who desire
to sustain the action taken as in Committee of the Whole and to
strike out this entire paragraph from the schedule may accom-
plish that result by voting “aye.” Then, if that vote shomld
prevail, of course an amendment would be in order to place the
commodities mentioned in the paragraph upon the free list.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wisconsin
has made a correct statement of the parliamentary situation.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then, Mr. President, I merely want
to appeal to Senators to sustain the action taken as in Com-
mittee of the Whole on these items, unless there is something
in the nature of a representation for a new trial or a new
hearing. If we are going to start in again and argue the merits
of these questions from the beginning, we have lost six months'
time. This subject was evidently considered carefully by the
Senate as in Committee of the Whole, and there is not now time
or a disposition on the part of the Senate to listen again to the
%lilolle argument that we went over as in Committee of the

ole.

The Senate, as in Committee of the whole, decided by quite
a decided majority, 34 to 30, to reject the amendment reported
by the Senate Finance Committee. I think that action ought
to be sustained. A vote “aye,” as I understand, will sustain
the action taken by the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, in
rejecting the committee anrendment.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I snggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Barkley Blaine Brock
Ashurst Bingham Blease Brookhart
Baird Black Borah Broussard
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Capper Hale McNa Bimmons
Caraway Harris _ Metca. Bmi

Connally Harrison Moses Smoot
Copeland Hastin, Norbeck Stelwer
Couzens Hatifl Norris Stephens
Cutting Hawes e Sullivan

Dale Hayden ie Swanson

Dil Hebert Overman homas, Idaho
Fess Heflin Patterson Thomas, Okla.,
Fletcher Johngon Phipps Trammell
Frazier Jones Pine Vandenberg
George Kean Pittman Wagner

Glass Keyes Ransdell Waleott
Glenn La Follette Robinson, Ind. ‘Walsh, Mont.
Goldsborough McCulloch Schall Waterman
Greene MeKellar Shﬂ:g_ard Watson
Grundy McMaster Shortridge Wheeler

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Righty Senators having an-
swered to thelr names, a quorum is present.

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. COPELAND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky is
recognized.

Mr. BARKLEY. I desire to make a very brief statement
about this amendment, which seems to be involved in some con-
fusion. Potassium and sodinm have been on the free list by
Treasury decision. The Treasury decided that what Congress
intended to do in 1922 was to put them on the free list, and
they went there. The House included potassium and sodinnr
at a rate of 25 per cent. When the bill came to the Senate the
Senate Finance Committee struck out sodium and potassium, re-
wrote the paragraph, and added the three commodities which
we are now considering.
© Mr. SMOOT. And then the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, struck out the whole paragraph.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; but I am talking about the action of
the Senate Finance Committee, The three commodities referred
to are not being imported into this country; they are not even
being commercially manufactured in this couniry; they are still
in the laboratory stage. They were put in the paragraph at the
instance of the former Senator from New Jersey, now ambassa-
dor to France, who expressed a fear that some day in the future
importations might begin to come in, That is the only basis
upon which they were included in this paragraph at a rate of
25 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, will the Senator yield? .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BARELEY. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. Can the Senator give us any information as to
whether the former Senator from New Jersey, since he has gone
to France as ambassador and has been laboring with the French
Government not to levy high tariffs on American products, has
changed his attitude on some of these questions?

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no authority to speak for the ambas-
sador to Franece, but, in a general way, I understand that some
impression has been made npon him and probably some dent has
been made In his attitude with reference to that matter, because
he ig in a position now to look upon it more impartially and
more with reference to our international trade relations; but I
have no Information as to whether he still insists that these
three commodities, which are not being imported and which are
only being manufactured experimentally, shall be included in the
dutiable list or whether he has softened his position.

Mr. NORRIS. I wonder if the Senator can give us any idea
as to whether, from the official action of the ambassador to
France, formerly a Senator, in laboring with the French Gov-
ernment to have them abstain from levying such high duties on
our produets, his conduct does not rather indicate that he has
seen a new light and the error of his way, and probably he
would not take the course now that he took then? That might
have some influence on the votes of Senators here.

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it probably would be fair to say, and
I think in fact the statement is justified, now that he ig an
ambassador of the whole United States and not simply an am-
bassador from New Jersey, that his position has been somewhat
liberalized on that subject.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, so that the Senate may know
just what these items are which are mentioned in the paragraph,
and referred to by the Senator from Kentucky, and also that
the Senate may know what the present situation is, I wish to
call attention to the facts.

Lithinm, beryllium, and caesium are metals that have only
recently come into prominence due to special uses,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I did not quite understand the
names the Senator read. Will he please read them again?

Mr. SMOOT. Lithium, beryllium, and caesium.

Mr. NORRIS. What is the last one?

Mr. SMOOT. Caesium.

Lithium and beryllium are used in alloys requiring great
strength and lightness, as in certain airplane parts. Caesium
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is msed in the manufacture of incandescent lamps and radio
tubes, and is being experimented with for television.

These metalg are produced from their ores by complex chemi-
cal methods. The salts are first produced, from which the
metals are obtained by electrochemical means. Domestic pro-
duction is now on a commercial scale. Lithium is produced
from domestic ore mined in South Dakota. Germany is the
main European producer of these metals.

These metals are the newest thing along metallurgical lines.
They are stronger than any metal we have, and they are lighter
than almost any metal we have. Therefore these three metals
referred to as being added to the bill were put in the bill be-
cause of the fact that they were not known; they did not exist
at the time of the enactment of the last tariff act. In this
country we are now prepared to make these new metals; they
have passed beyond the experimental stage; and they should
be included either in the basket clause at 25 per cent or they
should be specifically named in the provision now under con-
sideration. I think it is very much better that they should be
named, so that in the statistical reports which are published
they may be included, and we may know just what the importa-
tions are, what the cost of production is, and all other details.
When, however, they fall in the basket clause such statistics
are not obtained, and we do not get the information,

I think, Mr. President, that the Senate ought to refuse to
concur in the amendment,

Mr. BARELEY., Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. BARELEY. The Senator does not claim that any of
these products are being imported into this country now, does
he?

Mr. SMOOT. There is hardly any of them in the world, with
the exception of Germany. Germany and the United States are
the only countries that are making any of these products. We
are preparing now to make them and so is Germany.

Mr. BARKLEY, Of course, Germany is making them; but
she i8 not exporting any of them to the United States, and we
are producing about 5,000 tons a year.

Mr. SMOOT. It is too early to tell about that yet. They
are just beginning to export them to this country now.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is the whole trouble. On all of these
articles of which there are no importations now, to justify an
increase in the tariff it is said that other countries are just
about to begin importations,

Mr. SMOOT. That has not anything to do with these prod-
ucts. They were never known in the world until a few months
ago. It was not known what they were.

Mr. SMITH. Does the Senator want to shut them off in their
infancy?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I do not want to shut them off in their
infancy.

Mr. COPELAND.. Mr. President, ¥ apologize for having
precipitated this debate. The matter was called to my atten-
tion. Here we have some substances that are used largely as
chemiecal reagents, laboratory produects except sodium, which is
used at this particular time in making dyestuffs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will have to state
to the Senator from New York that under the unanimous-consent
agreement the Senator, having spoken once, is not entitled to
speak a second time.

Mr, COPELAND. Of course, I have not spoken on the sub-
ject, because I simply presented the matter. . However, I am
perfectly willing to yield the floor, under the ruling of the Chair.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, a parlinmentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. When the bill came into the Sen-
ate the question was, Will the Senate concur in the amendments
made as in Committee of the Whole, save those with respect
to which a separate vote was reserved? The guestion was, Will
the Senate concur or not? and the vote was that the Senate
would concur,

Is the question now before the Senate, Will the Senate concur
in the action taken in Committee of the Whole? If so, I want
to vote “yea.” Or is the guestion as it was presented to the
Committee of the Whole, the question of agreeing to the Senate
committee amendment? If so, I want to vote “ nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question before the Senate
is, Will the Senate coneur in the amendment made as in Com-
mittee of the Whole? The amendment was to strike out these
two lines,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then I desire to say, Mr., Presi-
dent, that the vote before was 38 nays and 34 yeas; and those
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who voted “nay " before will now vote “yea,” if they have not
changed their minds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those in favor of concurring
in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole will say
“aye.”” Those opposed will say “no.” [Putting the question.]
The noes seem to have it.

Mr. BARKELEY. I call for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll

Mr. McEELLAR (when his name was called). On this ques-
tion I have a pair with the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Towxnsexp], who is absent, I transfer that pair to the junior
Senator from Massachusefts [Mr. Warsua] and will vote. I
vote “ yea." -

Mr. METCALF (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypiNes], and there-
fore withhold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I would vote “ nay.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma (when his name was called). I
have a pair with the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Gorr], Not knowing how he would vote on this question, I
withhold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. MOSES. I have a general pair with the senior Senator
from Iowa [Mr. Steck]. In his absence I withhold my vote.

Mr. SIMMONS. I have a general pair with the senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Gmierr]. I transfer that pair
to the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] and will
vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. HASTINGS. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Brarron] to the junior Senator from
EKentucky [Mr. RossioN] and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DexeeN] with the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN];

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] with the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINsoN];

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Gourp] with the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Kive] ; and

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPsTEAD] With the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. EENDRICK].

The result was announced—yeas 36, nays 89, as follows:

YEAS—36
Ashurst Connally * Harrison Schall
Barkley Couzens ayden Bheppard
Black Cutting Heflin Bimmons
Blaine Din Johnson Smith
Blease Fletcher Jones Btephens
Borah Frazl La Follette Bwanson
Brock Geo McEKellar Tra;
Brookhart Glass Norris Walsh, Mont,
Caraway Harris Nye Wheeler

NAYS—39
Allen Greene McNa Smoot
Baird Grundy Nor Bteiwer
Bingham Hale Oddie Bullivan
Broussard Hasti Patterson Thomas, Idaho
Capper Hatfiel Phipps Vandenberg
Copeland Hebert Pine Wagner
Dale Kean Pittman Walcott
Fess Keyes Ransdell Waterman
Glenn MeCulloch Robingon, Ind. Watson
Goldsborough McMaster Shortridge

NOT VOTING—21

Bratton Howell Reed Townsend
Deneen Kendrick Robinson, Ark, %;ydlngs
Gillett ng Robsion, Ky. alsh, Mass.
Goff Metealf Shipstead
Gould Moses Bteck
Hawes Overman Thomas, Okla.

So the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was
nonconcurred in.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, inasmuch as the amend-
ment adopted in Committee of the Whole has been rejected, I
am going to suggest that in order to carry out a classification
of these laboratory experlments which have just been given a
great protection by the Senate it might be just as well to give
them a separate definition or classification, so that if we ever
survive this revision and revise the tariff again, we may know
just exactly what the imports and the production have been,
Therefore it seems to me that it would be wise for the Senator
from Utah to suggest a committee amendment and have it go
in the bill.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which
I send fo the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment
will be received and stated.

The LecrstaTivé CLErr. On page 31, line 22, it is proposed
to strike ont the words “ Sodium and potassium ” and insert:

Bodium, potassinm, lithinum, beryllium, and caesium.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have inserted in the Recorp at this point the roll-call
vote by which the committee amendment was rejected in Com-
mittee of the Whole. It occurred on August 31, 1929, and ap-
pears on page 5017 of the permanent edition of the ConNGrEs-
SIONAYL RECORD,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

The PrEsbING OFFICER. * * *,

The question is on the committee amendment, On that guestion
the yeas and nays have been ordered. The elerk will eall the roll

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll,

Mr. Hawes (when his name was called). T have a pair with the
senior Benator from Kentucky [Mr, Backett], Not knowing how he
would vote on this question, I withhold my vote.

Mr. RosiNsoN of Indiana (when his name was called). T have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. SterHExSs].
In his absence, and not knowing how he would vote, I withhold my
vote,

Mr. ScHALL (when Mr. BHIPSTRAD’S name was called). I desire to
announce that my colleague [Mr. SHipsTEAD] {8 still fl1.

Mr. TypiNGs (when his name was called). On this guestion I have
a general pair with the senior Benator from Rhode Island [Mr. Mer-
caLF], who is fll. I transfer that pair to the junior Benator from
Montana [Mr. WHEELER] and will vote. I vote * nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. REgp (after having voted in the affirmative). I have a general
pair with the SBenator from New Mexico [Mr. BrarroN], I transfer
that pair to the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Kran] and will allow
my vote to stand.

Mr. Braoing (after having voted in the negative). 1 have a general
pair with the junior Benator from West Virginia [Mr. HarrigLp], I
transfer that pair to my colleagune the senlor Benator from Wisconsin
[Mr, La ForLETTE] and will allow my vote to stand.

Mr. GOFF. 1 desire to state that my colleague [Mr, HATrFIELD]
is detained from the Benate on official business. He is paired, T am
told, with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr., BLAINE].

Mr. Joxes. 1 desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr, DExEEN] with the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. DiLL] ;

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Frss] with the Senator from Texas
[Mr. CONNALLY] ;

The Senator from Kansags [Mr. CarpEr] with the Senator from
Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] ;

The Senator from Indiana [Mr, Warson] with the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON] ;

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH] with the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. SMiTH] ; and

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. GmureTrr] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. THoOMAS].

I also desire to announce that the Benator from Illinois [Mr,
DENEEN], the Benstor from Ohio [Mr. Fess], the Benator from EKansas
[Mr. CaPPER], and the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs] are
absent on the business of the Senate.

Mr. WALSHE of Montana, I desire to announce that the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH],
and my colleague the junior Senator from Montana [Mr., WHEELER], are
necessarily detained on official business.

Mr, SuErPARD. I desire to announce the necessary absence on busi-
ness of the Senate of the Benator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
CoNNALLY], the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Brarrox], and the
Senator from Washington [Mr, DinLl.

The result was announced—yeas 30, nays 34, as follows :

Yeas, 30 : Allen, Bingham, Broussard, Copeland, Cougzens, Edge, Glenn,
Goff, Gould, Greene, Hale, Hastings, Hebert, Kendrick, Keyes, Oddie,
Patterson, Phipps, Pittman, Ransdell, Reed, Shortridge, Smoot, Steilwer,
Townsend, Vandenberg, Wagner, Walcott, Warren, and Waterman.

Nays, 84: Ashurst, Barkley, Black, Blaine, Blease, Borah, Brock,
Brookhart, Caraway, Cutting, Fletcher, Frazier, George, Glass, Harris,
Harrison, Hayden, Heflin, Howell, Jones, King, McEellar, Norris, Nye,
Overman, Schall, 8heppard, Simmons, Bteck, S8wanson, Thomas of Idaho,
Tydings, Walsh of Massachusetts, and Walsh of Montana.

Not voting, 30: Bratton, Capper, Connally, Dale, Deneen, D1ll, Fess,
Gillett, Goldsborough, Hatfield, Hawes, Johnson, Kean, La Follette, Mec-
Master, McNary, Metcalf, Moses, Norbeck, Pine, Robinson of Arkansas,
Robinson of Indlana, Sackett, Shipstead, Smith, Stephens, Thomas of
Oklahboina, Trammell, Watsgon, and Wheeler.

8o the amendment of the committee was rejected.
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I now ask that upon the next amend-
ment, sodium chlorate, no Senator shall speak more than once
nor longer than five minutes,

Theé VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, I wish to offer an amend-
ment, and may take a little longer than five minutes. I assume
there will be no objection to that.

Mr., LA FOLLETTE. I ask unanimous consent, then, that
no Senator shall speak more than once nor longer than 10
minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I have not made any speech
on this bill, and I do not expect to make any, but when Senators
have been here talking for months, every man talking just as
long as he pleased to talk, now, when some Senators might
want to say something, there is a request that debate be limited
to five minutes. Some Senators here have taken up a good deal
of time on this bill.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. May I suggest to the Senator——

Mr. BLEASE. I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator objects. The Secre-
tary will report the next amendment.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 32, line 8, paragraph 82,
the Senate as in Committee of the Whole disagreed to the com-
mittee amendment striking out “ 114 cents” and inserting *“2
cents ” on sodium chlorate.

Mr. STEIWER. Now, if it is in order, I want to be per-
mitted to offer the amendment just stated by the clerk, and to
say to the Senate that the action in Committee of the Whole was
to restore the existing rate of 1146 cents.

Mr. BARKLEY. A parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his inquiry.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senate as in Committee of the Whole
having disagreed to the commitfee amendment, the language
having come to the Senate now from Committee of the Whole,
as it is in the present law and in the bill as it passed the House,
is it in order to offer an amendment from the floor until the
amendments upon which reservations were made are disposed

of?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Such an amendment would be in
order only if offered to a committee amendment,

Mr. BARKLEY. But there is no commitiee amendment. The
committee amendment was disagreed to as in Committee of the
Whole, and the language of the bill now is as it came from the
House,

Mr. SMOOT. Under our unanimous-consent agreement, hav-
ing acted upon it here, it is now in order to have an amendment
guggested, either to disagree to the action of the Senate or to
offer an entirely new amendment.

Mr. BARKLEY., I did not understand that the Chair had
ruled that a reservation could be made with reference to an
amendment offered as in Committee of the Whole which was
not agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. No amendment comes to the Sen-
ate when a committee amendment is rejected as in Committee
of the Whole, and therefore the amendment will not be in
order, except by unanimous consent, until individual amend-
ments are in order.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I understand it was not
necessary for any Senator to reserve the right to offer an
amendment to this bill from the floor after the bill got into the
Senafe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not necessary to reserve a
right to offer an amendment.

Mr. BARKLEY. Why does anyone obtain any speclal right
by reserving the right to have a vote If he could get it anyway?

The VICE PRESIDENT. A Senator has not obtained any
special right by reserving a vote, and that was stated by the
Chair several times,

Mr. BARKLEY. I thought our procedure was to dispose of
the amendments which were reported from the Committee of
the Whole, and then that Senators could offer amendments to
the bill as they might desire.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That was the understanding, but
the Chair understood the chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance to state that there was no objection to taking up this
amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. The order was to take the amendments up as
provided for in the list which has been compiled.

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that, but that was as to
amendments reported to the Senate from the Committee of the
Whole to concur in them or reject them. It was not my under-
standing that anybody either had or could obtain any right by
reserving the right to offer an amendment independently on the
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floor of the Senate. What I have been contending is that we
ought to dispose of the amendments that were agreed to in the
Committee of the Whole, and then any Senator could offer any
amendment he saw fit to offer,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to considering
this amendment at this time? The Chair hears none, and the
Secretary will report the amendment,

The LecistaTive Crerk. The Senator from Oregon offers the
following amendment: On page 32, line 8, to strike out * chlo-
rate, 114 cents per pound,” and on page 268, line 23, before the
word “ sulphate,” to insert the word *“chlorate” and a comma.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, as obviously appears, the
purpose of the amendment is to restore this item to the free
list. It presents rather an exceptional situation. The existing
duty, under the present law, of 114 cents resulted in a produc-
tion which at one time was fairly adequate. It was stated in
the hearings that it was 60 per cent of the consumptive re-
quirements of the country.

New uses have been found for sodium chlorate, so that the
use has increased to a very remarkable degree. The production
in this country is no longer 60 per cent, but by a gradual lessen-
ing process I am advised that it is now about 10 per cent of
the requirements of this country, and that at the present rate
of increase of use it will not be more than 2 cr 3 or 4 years
before our production will be as low as 5 per cent of the use.

The main use for this article is in the killing of certain
noxious weeds, morning-glory, quack grass, and other weeds.
Within the last two or three years certain experiments con-
ducted by the Kansas Agricultural College, and through the
Department of Agriculture generally, have extended the use of
this article so that it now is mostly highly esteemed by sci-
entists and by farmers all over the United States,

The records of importations as set forth in the Summary
of Tariff Information support the statement substantially as
I am now making, and it brings to the Senate this kind of a
sitnation.

The farmers of the United States in almost all of the States,
in the use of this material, find themselves taxed at the rate of
114 cents per pound without any substantial increase in pro-
duection. There is only one plant producing this material in
the United States, and the representatives of that concern ap-
peared before the committees of the House and of the Senate
at the time of the hearings on the revision of the tariff and
testified that they needed 234 cents so that their business
might endure. They have not been given 214 cents, so it is
most unlikely in any case that they will be able to compete
successfully with foreign competition. But whether they are
or not, the fact will remain that the farmers of the United
States are paying tribute to this little industry which does not
hire as many as a hundred men. The agronomist of the State
college of my State has informed me that there-are 50,000
acres infested by morning-glory and quack grass in our State.
He has made a like estimate for Idaho and for Washington, and
I am told that in the Migsissippi Valley and variouns other
places in the United States there are literally tens of thousands
of acres requiring this treatment.

The applications amount to as much as 800 pounds per acre.
The cost to the farmer is from $9 to $12 per acre for the em-
ployment of this material. The cost to many of the agricultural
States will run literally into hundreds of thousands of dollars,
and nearly all of the farms in all of the States of the Union are
paying tribute to one little industry which ean not, according
to its own statement, expand its production.

I shall not take time to read in detail what was said in re-
spect to this matter, but I want to call attention to the hearings
before the subcommitfee of the Committee on Finanuce, at page
312, where the manufacturer said:

We are the only manufacturers of chlorate remaining in the country.
It has been increasingly difficult for us to continue the manufacture
over the last few years, and the only excuse I have for adding anything
to what was put before the House committee ix that since then the
conditions which have enabled us to continue under these difficulties
have very much intensified.

My colleagne [Mr. McNary] inquires the location of the in-
dustry. I should have stated that it is in New York, according
to my information.

Before the House committee the representatives of the indus-
try said:

In most of the items of cost sodium chlorate is exactly comparable
to that of potasslum chlorate, and we ask for an increase of duty on
sodium chlorate from 1% cents to 21§ cents per pound in order that
the chlorate manufacture, in sume form or other, may continue in this

country.
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In the same connection the same witness said:

The demand, in fact, has considerably passed the capacity of our
existing plant, which for many years was adequate to take care of the
demands of the country,

He also stated:

This company thus remalns the only manufacturer of chlorate in this
country and upon the present basis of duty it can only at best expect to
continne to operate its plant at prices which return to it slightly more
than its operating cost with a margin insufficient to cover proper de-
preciation,

Mr. President, one solution of the matter would have been
to allow the increase, but the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, has declined to do that. Having declined to do that,
according to the statements of the people in this industry, they
ean not compete, and we now find them in position where the
imports are going to be in excess of 4,000 tons, the imports
plus the manufactures will be in excess of 5,000 tons, and their
contribution to the total use will be increasingly less. It is now
down close to 10 per cent, It will soon be down to 5 per cent,
and they are levying tribute upon the farmers of the United
States in the treating of these noxious weeds to the extent of
from $9 to $12 per acre.

It seems to me this is a very exceptional case, and that the
Senate ought to give consideration to this proposition of giving
real farm relief to those farmers on the marginal and infected
lands, who are least able to bear the additional cost.

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, the present tariff on this
sodium chlorate is 1% cents a pound. That was a raise from
one-half of 1 cent per pound, the rate carried in the act of 1913,
which was included in the act of 1922, That figure was left by
the House. The Senate committee tried to raise it to 2 cents,
and the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, rejected that
amendment, leaving it at 114 cents.

The Senator from Oregon has stated the facts with reference
to sodium chlorate. In addition to its use as a killer of weeds
out in the agricultural regions it is also used as a purifier of
water, and it has the peculiar property of being nonpoisonous.
For that reason it is used very widely now in purifying the
water in bathing pools and other places which people frequent.
1t is also used in the manufacture of matches.

Mr. SMOOT. Not now.

Mr. BARKLEY Yes; it is. The Tariff Commission says so.

Mr. SMOOT. In the old method they used to employ this
sodium chlorate, but they do not use it any more.

Mr. BARKLEY. My information is that they still use some
of it. I may be mistaken as to that.

There is so little of this produet made in this country that
the Tariff Commission has not been able to get any figures on it.

As was stated by the Senator from Oregon, it is manufactured
by only one company in the United States. We can not supply
our domestic needs. Any amount of protection given to this
article, even if it were increased to 2% cents a pound, as re-
quested by this concern, would not gunarantee that we could
come within 75 per cent of supplying our own domestic needs
in the United States.

This resolves itself, therefore, into a question whether we are
going to allow this tax to remain on a commodity which we can
not produce in sufficient quantities, which is widely used among
the farmers of the United States and in other vocations of life.

I hope the Senator’s amendment placing it on the free list
will be agreed to.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr. President, just for the Recorp I want to
say t(lilat the production of sodium chlorate in 1928 was 3,301,000
pounds,

Mr, BARKLEY. In addition to the uses which I mentioned,
it is also used in the textile industry. :

Mr. SMOOT., To a very limited extent.

Mr. BARKLEY. It is also used in the manufacture of coal-
tar products.

Mr. SMOOT. To a very limited extent. -

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course it is limited, because there is not
very much of it in the world and we are bringing in about 4,000
pounds, which is not very much.

Mr. STEIWER, Tons.

Mr. BARKLEY, Is it tons?

Mr. STEIWER. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. Well, even 4,000 tons is not very much.

Mr. SMOOT. It is used by the millions of pounds. All the
Senator said in relation to the one company is absolutely true,

In justification of the action of the committee I want to read
a letter from the Secretary of War. 1 do not know whether the
Senator noticed it or not. This letter was addressed to 8. WaL-
LacE Dempsey, House of Representatives, Washington, D, C., is
dated March 15, 1929, and reads as follows:
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My DrArR Mg. DEMPSEY : Replying further to your letter of February
8, 1929, the importance to our national defense of an adequate supply
of phosphorus compounds and chlorates is appreciated and facilities for
their manufacture should be maintained in this country. Whatever
tariff is necessary in order to insure their maintenance should be pro-
vided. The amount of tariff which will be needed is a question to
which this department has given no study and can, therefore, not
answer,

Bincerely ‘yours, Jaurs W, Goon, Secretary of War.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, what has the Senator to say
to the statement that there is no assurance that we can produce
any considerable quantity of this in the United States, or not
sufficient to meet the demands?

Mr. SMOOT. We eould produce it if it were possible to pro-
duce as against Germany. But under the rate of 114 cents the
manufacturers will not expand the business, because of the fact
that they are making hardly any money upon what they are
producing. There were only some three million and odd hundred
thousand pounds produced in the United States in 1929. Of
course, if they had a higher rate, which the committee of the
House did not give, nor did the Finance Committee give it, they
could make all of it that would be consumed here, but they can
not do it at the rate here given, because they can not compete
against Germany.

Mr. PITTMAN. They can not compete with a 134-cent rate?

Mr. SMOOT. No; they can not. They can live or exist as
this one concern has, but all the other concerns have gone out
of business.

Mr. PITTMAN. How is it possible for the one concern to
live when the others can not?

Mr. SMOOT. They are the largest, and not only that, but
they have the material closer at hand.

Mr. PITTMAN. Where is that one plant situated?

Mr. SMOOT. In New York.

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Senator from Nevada that
there has been no reduction in the price of this commodity
indicating any natural depression that could be brought about.
It has ranged from 5% cents to 614 cents a pound.

Mr. SMOOT. In 1923 it was 614 cents. From 1924 to 1927 it
was 614 cents. Up to April, 1928, it was 634 cents, and then
from April to October, 1928, it fell to 534 cents.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I am more and more amazed
at the attitude of Senators toward the matter of American
manufacturers. Any plea made on the floor of the Senate for
farm relief immediately attracts a large number of votes. If
there is distress on the farms to-day, there will be greater
distress upon the farms when the manufacturers of America
are put out of business. Here is this concern, and it happens
that the only one left is in my State, which is able to continue
its operations because of the comparatively cheap power it has
at Niagara Falls. The Senator from Oregon [Mr. STEIwWER],
charming and sweet as he is, comes here and pleads for free
chlorate =so that the weeds on the farms may be destroyed.
There will be more weeds on more farms if we continue this
process of wiping out one after the other the manufacturers of
our country or damaging them so that their produetion is mate-
rially decreased.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. PITTMAN. I think the Senator ought to draw some dis-
tinetions. It seems to me that the only industries that are
neglected are the infant industries and those engaged in the
production of raw materials. That is rather a change in Re-
publican policy. As I understood the purpose of the protective
tariff is to bhelp infant industries; but when we come to the
case of an infant like this that wants to start, it is said that
it is too weak to start or to exist if it does start.

I am informed that I have been led by the leaders of my
group, whoever they are, to vote for the McCumber 1922 tariff
rates or higher on practically every manufactured article that
enjoyed protection under the 1922 act. I did not know this
until recently.

The debate was so confuging at times that it was very difficult
to find out exactly what the point was, especially as amend-
ments were offered without notice or advance opportunity for
study. But if that is true, and then Senators charge that there
is danger of us destroying the manufacturing industries of the
country, they ought to qualify such charges., There is no danger
of our destroying a manufacturing industry that has enjoyed
protection in the past, because they are getting the same protec-
tion or higher than that which they had under the act of 1922,
The only ones that may suffer are the infant industries that are
trying to start, and the raw-material industries,
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Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. PITTMAN. Certainly.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator was chairman of the committee
on resolutions at the last Democratic National Convention, was
he not?

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes.

Mr. WATSON. Was the statement he has just made the
spirit of the plank on the tariff question which he wrote into
that platform?

Mr. PITTMAN. 1 do not think it was the spirit of that plat-
form either that I should follow a eoalition that is going to raise
or sustain the duties of the McCumber Tariff Aect in toto. I
think the spirit of it was that when the rates were too high in
the MeCumber Tariff Act—that is, when they made for monop-
oly or unreasonable profits—they should be reduced. I do not
believe I have voted that way all the time in following my lead-
ers, because I am now informed that we have not reduced the
rates below the 1922 act as to manufactures, but have increased
them in some schedules. The so-called coalition have reduced
the tariff rates contained in the present House bill, for which
they must be given credit.

The other theory of that platform, as I understand it, was
that the measure of protection under that act should not be lim-
ited to manufactures alone, but should be extended to industries
engaged in producing raw material, the same as the industries
that were engaged in making the finished product; that it
should apply not only to those making the finished product, but
to those engaged in the intermediate processing. In other
words, that section of it which provided that the benefits and
burdens should be equally and equitably distributed earried the
declaration that the policy heretofore existing in the making of
tariffis that raw material should be on the free list was not
sound, because those engaged in the production of raw material
or intermediate processing are just as much engaged in an
industry as the manufacturing industry engaged in the final
finishing of the product.

I am complaining about the whole process of making a tariff
bill as we have made it, without regard to any measure what-
soever, no logical measure except the measure that we will not
go as high as the House bill and we will not go lower than the
tariff act of 1922, If the tariff act of 1922 was too high on
any materials, we ought to go below it. But we have not gone
below it, as I understand it. We have taken that as a minimum
measure of tariff on the manufacturing industries which have
always enjoyed these high tariffs. Yet every time we come down
to something that is a new industry, so far as tariff is concerned,
something that has never been heard of before in connection
with tariff, something that is an infant industry or a raw-
material industry needing help, it is violently asserted in oppo-
sition that if we put a tariff on such things it will add to
the cost of living. But we have not heard that when we have
been adopting as a minimum the 1922 tariff provisions on manu-
factured articles. That is what I complain is an Injustice.

If we are going to adopt a measure, and those who approved
the bill have established a measure, and that measure has been
that on manufactured articles we would not go below the 1922
act, there is the standard, there is the level, there is the measure.
Yet those people engaged in the production not only of raw
farm materials but ores, minerals, or metals, when they have
tried to bring their industries somewhere near the level of the
high tariff on manufactured articles, were told that it would
increase the cost of living; and yet everyone knows that the
tariff we have asked on raw materials or partly processed ma-
terials does not constitute over 2 or 3 per cent of the cost of
the manufactured articles. It is infinitesimal in its proportion.

Why do we not have a measure? Why do we not try to equi-
tably and justly distribute these burdens and benefits of taxa-
tion and bonuses? One would think that we had placed the
manufactured articles of the country on the free list, That is
what it sounds like. One would think the McCumber Tariff Act
of 1922, which was condemned by Democrats and Progressives
throughout the country since that time in every campaign as
the most outrageous, exorbitant tax ever put upon the people
of the country, had been tremendously reduced by the Senate,
It has not been reduced, so I am informed. I am informed that
the amendments offered here have not reduced the tariff on
manufactured articles below the rates carried in the 1922 act.
I have been compelled to vote for those things. I have followed
my leaders, I have maintained that high standard on manu-
factured articles; but, having done it, having been compelled
to vete to tax my people for the benefit of New England, for
the benefit of New York, and for the benefit of the great manu-
facturing States, I am now asked to keep the products of my
State on the free list, or as nearly as may be on the free list,
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There is a system of bonuses under this tariff act which my
people have to contribute to and which we are willing to pay.
We would like a lower level, but when a level is established
here and we ask you to raise us partially to that level, it is not
done. That is what I am complaining about. We have com-
plaints about the increased cost of living. We are told that
the adding of a few cents to the cost of the raw materials will
increase the cost of the finished article, when it means nothing
in the total ultimate cost to the consumer in most cases. When
I am asked to vote for a rate on manufactured articles either
equal to or above the MeCumber tariff rates I am reminded
that I should stand by leaders and I have, in many ecases
blindly. I have voted for every possible help to the farmers of
the country. I have voted for a tariff on wheat, and my State
raises no wheat. I have voted for the debenture, and the de-
benture can not possibly benefit my State. I have followed
almost blindly, because in most cases it was impossible to know
what was going on, the leadership on both sides of the Chamber
who led me to believe they were going to lower the burdens of
the people of the country, and yet they have not lowered them
on manufactured articles below the 1922 act, so I am informed.
I believe that the natural industries of this country should
exist and prosper. To this extent I will as a legislator gladly
aid them with tariffs against importation produced in a country
of lower wages and lower standard of living. I would not per-
mit such industries to be injured by foreign competition, I do
not believe tariffs should be used for the purpose of giving
undue profits or to sustain monopolies, and where monopoly
shows its head the tariff should be cut off entirely. I think
that it is not only illogical but I consider it the gravest in-
Jjustice to ignore certain industries of the country on the ground
that they are not manufacturing industries, that they are only
the producers of raw material.

I say to the Senate now that the revolt against the manufac-
turers of this country is due in no small degree to the seifish-
ness and greed and the unfairness of those engaged in those
industries rather than becaunse of the question of the tariff.

I am not surprised that that greed should erop out; I am not
surprised that Senators from States where that greed exists
should be influenced by it, because selfishness seems to be a
natural trait of character.

Talk about the measure of tariff duties in this bill! Some one
has said there has been trading. Yes; I do not doubt but that
there is actual trading; but, as a matter of fact, I have not
been approached with regard to any trades. There is a feeling,
however, in the human heart that requires no appeal by voice.
When those who may be acting against their own interest,
through their sympathy, support me in my efforts in behalf of a
struggling industry in my State, my heart goes out to them, and
I am more apt to vote with them on a doubtful guestion than I
would otherwise,

The impulse which is moving us here prevails everywhere.
I wish to say that whenever any particular industry, whether it
be a manufacturing industry or an industry producing a raw
product such as farming or mining assumes a selfish attitode
and thinks of nothing but itself, when Senators vote against
the protection of every industry that does not exist in their
State, then we have chaos in legislation; and in the considera-
tion of the pending bill we have approached and nearly reached
that point. If I had adopted the principle of voting against
tariff rates because the industry proposed to be protected. did
not exist in my State, I should have voted against practically
every tariff rate contained in the bill; and I could have justified
myself for doing so before the people of my State., I have not
done that in this case, and never have done it, and I never will.

I have attempted, where I had the information upon which
to aet, to measare the tariff schedule by the degree of competi-
tion suffered by domestic industries with the cheap products
exported here from abroad. I have not always been successful
in doing that, of course, because I have not always had the
necessary information, but I have tried not to pursue a selfish,
illogical, disastrous course at any time during the consideration
of the pending bill.

When Senators observe the manner of legislation here, when
they observe that the chief motive which actuates Senators,
without regard to party, is whether the people of their respec-
tive States produce an article or whether they buy it—and that
is what appears to control in many instances—we should not
be surprised that the contention that at least the first step In
the making of tariff bills should be transferred to the Tariff
Commission or to the President commands much support from
the people of the country.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I am very much obliged to
the Senator from Nevada for what he has added to my speech,
in my time, but I understand the Senator is in favor of this
rate?
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Mr. PITTMAN. T certainly am in favor of this rate.

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PITTMAN. I wish to say this further: We were talking
about a 60 per cent ad valorem on casein and skimmed milk
a while ago. I have voted for a 60 per cent ad valorem duty on
many manufactured articles during the last six months. Why
should I stop at skimmed milk? An ad valorem duty of 60
per cent which I have been compelled to vote for is apparently
no terrible thing in the bill

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, from time to time some of
us who take the position I have taken on questions affecting
industrial rates have their Democracy called in question. When
I answered the telegram that was sent to me by the chairman
of the Democratic National Committee asking if I would sup-
port Mr. Smith in his view of the tariff, I meant what I said
when - returned the answer, I do not see how any Democrat
who subseribed to the platform and to the doctrine laid down
therein by our standard bearer, could fail to support a manufac-
turing industry such as the one now in question. In his Louis-
ville speech, Mr. Smith said:

1 believe in the Democratic platform, which recognizes that the high
wages and constructive policies established by Woodrow Wilson and the
business prosperity resulting from them in America, coupled with the
economic ruin of the rest of the world, brought about a new condition
that committed the Democratic Party to a definite stand in favor of such
tariff schedules as will to the very limit protect legitimate business
enterprise as well as American labor from ruinous competition of
foreign-made goods produced under conditions far below the American
standard.

Mr. Smith further said:

No revision of any specific schedule will have the approval of the
Demoeratie Party which in any way interferes with the American stand-
ard of living and level of wages. In other words, I say to the American
workingman that the Democratic Party will not do a single thing that
will take from his weekly pay envelope a 5-cent piece.

If the pending amendment should prevail and the tariff be
taken off this product, it will take many a nickle out of the
pay envelope of many an employee at Niagara Falls in New
York.

No one is asking for an increase over the rate carried in the
law of 1922 There was an increase reported by the Finance
Committee, but that has been disapproved, and now it is pro-
posed to take off the tariff which is left, which is the tariff of
1022, That is net fair, and it is not just to manufacturing
industries, and it does not make any difference whether there
is one or whether there are a hundred organizations engaged in
the business so far as the principle is coneerned.

Here we have the only industry left in the United States
making chlorate of sodium. The ‘Senator from Utah read a
moment ago a letter from the Secretary of War pointing out the
importance, from the standpoint of the national defense, of
maintaining the factory where sodium chlorate is manufac-
tured ; but because this commodity happens to be used in minor
quantities by the farmers of America we must wipe out the
tariff no matter what it may do to the industry. That is not
fair; it is not economic good sense. We can not afford to dis-
regard the welfare of such industries, and they must be
maintained.

Mr. President, there is no use arguing about it ; every Senator
who has the slightest interest in it has heard the argunment.
The fact is that for use in the destruction of weeds chlorate
of sodium is used largely by the railroads. It is not a safe
product to use around a house or on a farm. If I had my way
I would do away with its use where there is any possibility of
contact with children or others who could ignite it and thereby
suffer disaster ; but because it is sometimes used upon the farm,
therefore the ome remaining factory producing chlorate of
sodium must be destroyed.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. The railroads of the West have given up the
use of chlorate, because it is too expensive. They now burn the
weeds along their rights of way with an artificial burner. How-
ever, sodium chlorate is used to some extent upon the farm, for
there are certain weeds that the burner will not exterminate but
the chlorate will. The Senator from New York and some others
want to place the burden so high upon the farmers that they
can not afford to kill the weeds and so will have to abandon
their farms. I want to say right here that there are more
abandoned farms in the State of New York than there are chlo-
;ate ia;etm‘[es, including the workers that are employed in those
actories,
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Mr., COPELAND. Mr. President, if taking the tariff off of
chlorate of sodium will rejuvenate one single abandoned farm
anywhere in the United States, I will vote with the Senator to
remove the duty, but that contention is absurd. How much
l;lmney does a farmer pay for the little chlorate of sodium which

e uses?

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes.

Mr. FRAZIER. It takes from 100 to 500 pounds per acre.

Mr. COPELAND. As much as that? I suppose it would
make a difference of about 80 cents an acre, would it not?

Mr. FRAZIER. At a cent and a half a pound——

Mr. COPELAND. It would make just about 80 cents an
acre.

Mr. FRAZIER. A hundred pounds at a cent and a half
would cost $1.50.

Mr, COPELAND. How many farmers use enough sodium
for an acre?

Mr. FRAZIER. There are not very many, because the price
is too high and they can not afford it. If the price were re-
duced, the farmers would use it more generally.

Mr. COPELAND. If the only competitor of foreign chlorate
of soda in our country shall be destroyed, the farmers will pay
ten times as much per acre as they pay at present. That is
what will happen. There will be no American competition ; the
product will all come from abroad and them the farmers will
pay what the traffic will bear. That is what will happen.

Mr. President, if it is desired to destroy another industry, go
ahead. I have a letter, under date of February 17, from the
president of the one remaining concern. I wish to read one
paragraph from that letter:

While under the existing duty the best that I can say is that we
still may have a fighting chance of staying in the manufacture under
a severe handicap, any reduction in that duty would be immediately
and hopelessly fatal to the continpance of this manufacture in the coun-
try. Anxious as we are to have protection sufficiently adequate to en-
able us to confidently proceed with its continuance and extension, we
are still more anxious that no steps be taken that would be likely to
lead to the immediate and complete destruction of the manufacture.

That is what they say. If Senators want to destroy the only
remaining manufacturer of a product which is extremely im-
portant in time of war, if they want to be so unpatriotic as that,
just because they think some farmer might buy a weed ex-
terminator for a few cents less, let them go ahead and vote for
it; but, so far as I am concerned, I do not indorse that form of
farm relief. I am one eastern Senator who has consistently
supported the farmers in their demand for relief; no one ean
dispute that; but I feel that it is just as important to maintain
some manufactures in America as it is to maintain prosperity
upon the farm.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, suggestions have been made by
Senators that they have supported increased tariff duties on
farm products. With the exception of two or three para-
graphs, in my opinion, the increases on farm products are noth-
ing more than gold bricks handed to the farmer, ineffective and
in many cases harmful. On the other hand, some of the same
gentlemen have been helping others to pick the pockets of the
farmer by the means of increased duties on those items which
the farmer uses.

Mr. President, when this bill is passed in the form in which
in all probability it will be written if the new coalition carries
out its plans, not a single additional penny will go into the
pockets of the farmers because of these tariff rates. On the
other hand, the farmers’ pockets will be picked of millions of
dollars.

Mr. President, why shall that be done? What is the use of
imposing high rates of duty upon farm produets that every one
knows are going to be ineffective? What the farmer needs to-
day is a reduced cost of production, and he needs it badly,

I desire to discuss this maiter for just a moment.

Take the State of Idaho: The application of sodium chlorate
for the eradication of weeds, costs the farmers of Idaho $55 per
acre, according to the Chamber of Commerce of Moscow, Idaho,
which has investigated this problem and has made reference to
the fact that eight years of experiments have been carried on.
Add to that another increase, which is pyramided by the time
it gets to Idaho and Nevada and all the other States that find
it nmeeessary to use this particular chemieal for the eradication
of weeds, and you will increase that cost, as the Chamber of
Commerce of Moscow says, $11 an acre. That is what we are
doing to the farmer unless we put this item on the free list.

I desire to say, in conclusion, that in a brief which I shall
agk to have printed in the Recorp it is stated that 95 per cent
of this product is purchased for the removal of weeds and the
benefit of agricultural interests. Clearly, the domestic industry
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is unable to supply the demand. Therefore, there ought to be an
opportunity for the farmers to purchase this material, so essen-
tial for the reduction of their cost of production, at a lower cost.
I hope the amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
SreErwer], placing this item upon the free list, will prevail.

I ask that there be printed in the Recorp ag a part of nry re-
marks the letter from the Moscow Chamber of Commerce, of
Moscow, Idaho, dated January 28, 1928, found on page 849 of
volume 1, Schedule 1 of Tariff Readjustment Hearings, 1929;
also the brief of the Chipman Chemical Engineering Co., of
Boundbrook, N. J.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

LETTER FROM THE MOSCOW CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, MOSCOW, IDAHO
JANUARY 28, 1928,
Hon. BurTox L. FRENCH,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

DeaAr Sik : Recently I secured the information that there was consider-
able action being taken to increase the tariff on sodium chlorate. We
are very much interested in this product because it is the most Im-
portant means that we have at present for the eradication of perennial
weeds.

After spending some eight years in experimental work upon weed
control we have finally found that sodium chlorate or other earth's
chlorates are the most satisfactory weed killers. This eight years of
investigation bas included trials of all the principal weed killers that
have been put upon the market, as well as other possible promising
chemricals and chemical means. We have just gotten the methods for
the use of this chemical well outlined, and the use of chemical is just
becoming well established in the Btate.

At a recent meeting of the Moscow Chamber of Commerce it was voted
to furnish our Representatives and Senators complete information in
regard to the use and gquantity of these chemicals in Idaho. A com-
mitiee was appointed to secure and furnish this information. After
considerable investigation we have secured the following information
which pictures the use and Importance of this chemical in a correct
and legitimate manner.

This past season nearly 400,000 pounds of chlorates were used for
weed eradication purposes in Idaho alome. In addition the Forest
Service used 10,000 pounds in an experimental way on the control of
blister rust. In the Forest Service they are getting some very promis-
ing information, and chlorates are showlng much promise upon the
eradication of Ribes, which act as hosts for the blister rust. Un-
doubtedly, with the completion of experiments now under way, & much
larger amount of this chemical will be used for this work in the next
few years.

Our weed campaign has just recently gotten under way. This year
the use of 400,000 pounds of this chemical was a big factor in putting
the weed campaign upon a firm foundation. In the pext few years to
come the use of this chemical at present prlees will enable the Idaho
farmers to practically rid the State of all perennial weeds with running
root stalks,

By the present duty we are able to lay down chlorate in Idaho at a
cost of approximately 10 cents per pound in carload lots. Last season
the average farmer used 550 pounds of chlorate per acre in the eradica-
tion of perennial weeds. Thus the cost per acre of the chemical was
$55. The cost of its application was $13 per acre, making a total cost
of eradication $68 per acre. At this cost Idaho farmers can afford to
eradicate perennial weeds on almost any land which is used for agri-
cultural purposes in the State.

If the present duty were doubled, making, as I understand it, a tariff
of 50 per cent of the price of the product instead of 25 per cent, the
price of the product would be raised 2 cents per pound if it remained at
the present price. This would inerease the cost of eradication $11 per
acre or make the total cost, based on this year's figures, $79 per acre.
1f, due to increased demand, the price of chlorate should Increase, as is
likely to happen within the next two or three years, our cost of eradi-
cating perennial weeds would be still greater. This increase in cost
means, for many farmers at least, that the cost of eradication will be
greater than the farmer can afford to bear. It also means that marginal
lands which now can be treated would be left untouched. TUnder that
sort of condition our weed campaign, which is now so well established,
could not be carried to the successful completion that now seems
possible,

In the forestry work some of the species of gooseberries require as
high as a 30 per cent solution. Any increase in the cost of the chemi-
cal under such eonditions will practleally eliminate its use for this
purpose, Such a solution would require threée times the chemical per
unit area that is used for weed killing on agricultural land. In addition,
the cost of application of the chemical is much greater in the timbered
areas, which would still further add to the cost.

All of the other Western States are vitally interested in weed con-
trol, but they have not yet gotten as far along in their organization as
Idaho. Due to this fact extensive weed campaigns have not yet been
organized in any of the other Western States. However, it is only a
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matter of a year or two before all of these States will be vitally intes-
ested in getting rid of their vast acres of perennial weeds at a minimum
cost, so that any action that is taken to raise the cost of the product
will affect all of the Western States in a similar way that it 1s now
affecting Idaho. Kangas, Minnesota, Indiana, and a number of other
midwestern States are also becoming actively interested in weed eradi-
cation. In practically every case chlorates are receiving the most
attention as proper chemicals to use in these weed campaigns.

The intense importance of sodium chlorate is a very recent develop-
ment in the United States. From a 500-ton use in 1924 it has grown to
a 4,000-ton uvse last year, due to its use as a weed-killing agent.
Undoubtedly, when weed-killing campaligns are fully established, 15,000
tons or 20,000 tons will be used per year in this country. At present I
believe there is only one firm manufacturing chlorates in the United
States, and I understand that the excess chlorate which they have avail-
able for weed-killing purposes amounts to only 450 tons per year. We
do pot believe that it is logical to double the present tariff on this
product for the benefit of one firm, which only furnishes the agricultural
industry scarcely enough chemical to furnish the needs of Idaho alone.

Sodium chlorate is made by means of electrical power. It requires
three kilowatt hours of electricity to manufaeture a pound of ehlorate.
It is shipped in bulk and requires little packing labor. One hundred
laborers could produce and prepare for shipment all of the chlorate that
will be necessary for the use of the United States. Its use, if the cost
is low enough, will be general in States where perennial weeds are a
problem. Thousands of farmers will be able to take advantage of the
product at its present price. At higher prices its extensive nse can not
be highly recommended except in the case of exceptionally high-priced
land.

These, in general, are the facts, at present, in regard to chlorates, as
we have become familiar with them through the use of the product.
We believe that it would be a distinct setback to our weed programs if
any inerease in duty is made. We also believe that the future of the
small-seed industry of this whole western United States depends largely
upon the ability of our farmers to get rid of their weeds so that they
can produce weed-free seeds. There is no question in our minds that this
problem is of vital interest not only to Idaho but to all other States
interested in weed eradication, and especially to those who are growing
small seeds as an important industry.

I will appreciate it very greatly if you will do what you can to at
least keep the tariff on chlorates at the present level. We believe that
if anything were to be done to the tariff that it should be removed
altogether.

Respectfully submitted.

H. W. HULBERT,
Chatrman Committee Appointed by Moscow Chaniber of Commerce,

BRIEF OF THE CHIPMAN CHEMICAL ENGINEERING CO.
‘Bk?OK, N J.
To the COMMITTEE 0N WAYS AND MEANS,
House of Represcntatives, Washington, D. O.:

We ask a removal of the specific duty of 114 cents.

Our reason for this recommendation is based on the fact that 85 per
cent of this product is purchased for the removal of weeds and the
benefit of agricultural interests. European supplies are cheaper to-day
principally because of the production being sufficiently large to warrant
low overhead and profits; also there is no fundamental reason why
United States producers should be protected on account of labor costs.

The industrial importance of sodium chlorate is a very recent develop-
ment ; for example, in 1924 the use in the United Btates was less than
500 tons. It has grown to a 4,000-ton use since that time only because
of its use as a weed-killing agent on farm land and on railroad right of
way. BState and governmental agencies are developing its use for
noxious weed control becnuse of Its low cost, and if this cost remains
the same or lower it has a potential importance of 15,000 to 20,000 tong
per annum. It is doubtful if these potentialities could be reached If the
cost to the farmer was increased.

The number of labor employees affected by this industry would be
relatively small as its production only involves the use of electrochemical
cells in the presence of salt water to convert NaCl to NaClO, It is
shipped in bulk, and therefore it does not involve packing labor.

One hundred labor employees could produce all the sodium chlorate
requirements of the United States while it may be used by 50,000 farm-
ers. In other words, a tariff would only furnish employment for 100
men but would deplete the income of tens of thousands of farmers,

Domestic productlon costs, including wages, would be approximately
4 cents f. o. b. works, while foreign costs would be approximately 314
cents. The inevitable penalty to foreign costs of freight wounld there-
fore be sufficient protection. The foreign country competition is largely
based on developed volume of production due to the fact that the French
and German producers are already in production on potassinm chlorate,
utilizing the potash deposits of Europe.

The source of imports are largely Greisheim section of I. G. in Frank-
fort, Germany, and the Alals Froges and Camargue Electro Chemical
plants of France. Imported quantities are available at 414 cents c. i f.
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Atlantic ports, or 6 cents duty paid. On the other hand, domestic pro-
duction, f. o. b. Niagara Falls, has sold as low as 0.0575 per pound
within the last year and frequently sells at 614 cents in small lots.

The section on godium chlorate should include caleium and magnesium
chlorate, which up to date are more or less theoretical chemicals without
production but owing to their recognized value as weed-killing agencies
equal to sodium chlorate, the production of these equivalents will un-
doubtedly take place within the year,

No equivalent is found in the cost, production, or sales conditions of
potassium chlorate as this product ls necessarily based on the raw mate-
rial potash which the United States lacks. Also this product is more or
less dependent upon the commercial importance of fireworks, certain
types of explosives, and the match industry, all of which commercial
gubjects do not direetly apply to the farmer or agricultural interests.

It has been developed by the State departments and Federal Depart-
ment of Agriculture that noxious weeds are costing the farmers millions,
in fact more than $100,000,000 per year. The first practical agency
for the remedy of this condition has been found within the last four
years in the use of sodium, magnesium, or calcium chlorates. The cheap-
ness or cost of utilizing these chemicals will largely effect their practical
utility, It is not surprising that the new development in this chemical
ghould ecall for tariff protection; on the other hand, the benefits would
accrue to not wore than 100 laborers and to not more than 4 or 5 indus-
trial companies at the expense of general agricultural interests and the
productive value of land which is to-day pestered with noxious weeds.

CHIPMAN CHEMICAL ENGINEERING Co. (INC.),
By R. N. CHIPMAN, President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment cffered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. STEIWER].

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, I send to the desk a letter
written to me by the agronomist of the Oregon State Agricul-
tural College, and ask unanimous consent that it may be read
as a part of the presentation of this matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the reading of
the letter? The Chair hears none.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

OREGON STATE AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE,
SCHOOL OF AGRICULTURE AND EXPERIMENT STATION,
Corvallis, November 30, 1929,
Hon, FEEDERICK STEIWER,
United States Senate.

DeAR SENATOR STEIWER: With reference to our discussion of a few
days ago on the tariff on sodinum chlorate, I desire to recommend that
that chemieal be placed on the free list. The reasons are that this
chemieal which is manufactured by only one firm in the United States,
and whose capacity is little if any more than 0.1 of the demand, is
unable to supply the material in sufficient guantities for its use in the
eradieation of perennial weeds. In the statement of this firm before
the House committee dealing with tariff matters, they indicated their
inability to expand the production at the present tariff rate. As this
material is used principally in the control of perennial weeds and to
some extent in the dyeing of textiles, the field of use is therefore
Hmited. The table below illustrates the imports for consumption in
the United States by years since 1922, You will note that imports
have increased very rapidly in 1928 and 1929, and this is due almost
entirely to the rapid expansion in the use of this chemical in weed
control,

“ Imports for consumption in the United States during recent years
were:

Year Tons | Value

1922 684 | $58,348
1923 = : 066 | 49,352
1024 .. a9 28, 885
1825 375 | 26,418
1926 ... 976 | 69,807
1927 764 | 55,237
1928 1,207 | 96,025
1929, 3, 869 240, 3556

“According to agencies in this and foreign countries, sodium chlorate
is reported to be a most effective chemical for the eradication of
weeds and other pests which either seriously affect the market value
of the land or the crop yield, or both. Bindweed, St. Johnswort,
khaki weed, Johnson weed, couch grass, blister rust, ribes, etc., are
some of the worst of these pests which can be eradicated by the use
of this chemical.”

(Quoted from Bureau of Commerce Trade Reports, No. 46, November,
1929.)

It requires at least 500, and In some cases as much as 900, pounds
per acre and a tariff of 114 cents per pound, therefore, increases the
farm cost by $7.50 to as much as $13.50 an aere. The probable average
increase in cost is between $9 and $12 an acre.

This chemical is the most effective weed killer we have found for
wild morning-glories, quack grass, Canada thistles, and a number of
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other weeds.. It is also used by the Forest Service in the blister-rust
eradication campaign, It shows considerable promise in control of
poison ivy or poison oak. I am unable to give you an adequate esti-
mate of the acreages in perennial weeds in the United States, but
believe T am conservative in estimating 50,000 acres in Oregon and
a similar acreage in both Washington and Idaho. I Enow that each
of these weeds, with the possible exception of the poison oak, is dis-
tributed quite generally through most of the Northern and Western
Btates, and doubtless there are different perennials in other sections
that may respond to the use of this material. The Kansas experiment
station was the ploneer in developing the sodium-chlorate method of
weed eradication, and they have written to their Senators with refer-
ence to this tariff matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon.

Mr, COPELAND. T call for the yeas and nays,

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

On a division, the amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next re-
served amendment.

The CHIEF CLERK. The next reserved amendment is an-
hydrous sodium sulphate, paragraph 82.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, my colleague [Mr. HaYDEN]
has an amendment to propose on this page. He has been in the
Chamber all day, but has been called out for a moment. I
have sent for him, and he will be here in a moment.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I desire to inguire
of the Senator from Oregon whether it would not be quite
appropriate to ask unanimous consent now to offer an amend-
ment putting this commodity on the free list?

Mr. STEIWER. I will say that it is all incorporated in
one amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. By unanimous consent, they were
both considered at the same time.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that in the consideration of this amendment no Senator
shall speak more than once nor longer than five minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, reserving the right to object,
is the Senator referring to anhydrous sodinm sulphate?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes.

Mr. HAYDEN. I will say to the Senator that the matter
has never been discussed in the Senate.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Would the Senator agree to 10 min-
utes?

Mr. HAYDEN. I should like to ask the Chair to direct my
attention to the fact when I have spoken 10 minutes. I think
1 shall have finished by that time, if the Senator will consent
to that.

Mr. BLEASHE. Mr. President, I object to any unanimous-
consent agreement limiting debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
at the conclusion of to-day's business the Senate recess until
11 o’clock to-morrow morning.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President, I think I shall object to
that. I think the time has come when the Senate should work
until 12 o'clock at night, or else begin at 10 in the morning.

Mr. SMOOT. 1 think notice ought to be given if that is to
be done.

Mr. ASHURST.
convene at 10.

Mr. SMOOT. I would not favor that this week, Mr. Presi-
dent. Let ns go on this week as we have been going.

Mr. ASHURST. Very well

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Utah? The Chair hears none, and it is
s0 ordered.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I asked to have reserved the
vote taken in Committee of the Whole reducing the rate on
anhydrous sodium sulphate from $4 to $2 a ton. That action
was taken on February 10 without my knowledge, and upon the
understanding that I was no longer interested in the amend-
ment. As a matter of fact I was very vitally interested in the
matter, and I have had no opportunity to present the guestion
to the Senate until this time.

I should like to offer an amendment to increase the rate on
anhydrous sodium sulphate to $5 a ton, on Glauber salt from
$1 to $5 a ton, and transfer salt cake from the free list to this
section in the bill by using the following language: Insert “ Sul-
phate, erude, or crude salt cake, $5 per ton.”

And I should like to have the three amendments voted npon
en bloe. That will save the time of the Senate, because other-
wise I shall have to discuss this matter on at least two occa-
sions, if not three.

I have no objection to recessing at 11 if we
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The VICE PRESIDENT. That can be done by unanimous
consent,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, there may be some Senators who
would be perfectly willing to have the rate suggested by the
Senator from Arizona on one of the items named, but would
ohject to a rate that is named on another item. The way the
Senator has submitted his request, we would have to vote on all
of them at once.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Any Senator, of course, can de-
mand a separate vote on each item

Mr. HAYDEN. I have no desire to deprive any Senator of
the right to demand a separate vote; but I should like to have
a vote taken on the three items at approximately the same time,
if that be possible. That is, we can vote on the first, and then
the second, and then the third. The Senate can vote on them
consecutively on the same occasion.

Mr, SMOOT. I have no objection to taking them up and
voting on all of them in order, but not as one amendment.

Mr. HAYDEN. Then let it be done in that way.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, I desire to find out what the
request is,

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I should like to have the amendment
stated again, and to have the request stated again.

Mr. HAYDEN. I offer the three amendments.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. The Senator.from Arizona offers the fol-
lowing amendment, on page 32, line 22, after the word “ anhy-
drons,” to strike out “$4" and insert in lien thereof “ $5," so
that it will read:

Sulphate, anhydrous, $5 per ton.

On page 32, line 22, after the word “salt,” to strike out “$1"
and insert in lieu thereof * §5.,” so that it will read:

Sulphate, erystallized, or Glauber salt, $5 per ton.

On page 32, line 23, after the word “ton,” to insert the
following :
Sulphate, crude, or crude salt cake, §6 per ton.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator from
Kentucky that in order to save time, I propose that the Senate
consider these three items at the same time.

Mr. SMOOT. I would want a separate vote on them.

Mr. HAYDEN. There may be a separate vote on them; I
am not objecting to that, but I would like to have the discus-
sion cover the entire matter and get through with it.

r. BARKLEY. Does this involve the question of unanimous
consent to offer an amendment that does not pertain to an
amendment already agreed to as in Committee of the Whole
and reported to the Senate?

Mr. HAYDEN. One of the three items—anhydrous sodinm
sulphate—was voted on as in Committee of the Whole, and I
have reserved a separate vote on that.

Mr. BARKLEY. That was where the Senate, as in Com-
mittee of the Whole, reduced the rate from $4 to $2?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, These being kindred chemicals—that
is, first, salt cake in the crude form ; second, Glauber salts; and,
third, anhydrous sodium sulphate. All of them should earry the
same rate of $5 per ton.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator proposes to raise Glauber salts
from $1 to $5 a ton?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. SMOOT. Sulphate, anhydrous, from $2 to $5?

Mr. HAYDEN. And that salt cake shall be taken from the

free list and made dutiable at $5.
=~ Mr. BARKLEY. There was an amendment, on line 22, at
the end of the line, where “§4 " was changed to “ $2.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. That amendment is in order.

Mr. BARKLEY. I suppose the question would be on sagree-
ing to the Senate committee amendment with an amendment.

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. Changing it from $2 to $5, and that would
be in order, but the other two amendments are not in order
without unanimous consent,

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I hope that doectrine will not
prevail. My colleague has a right to offer any amendment to the
text of this bill.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true, Mr. President; but not now.

Mr. HAYDEN. I agree that the Senator from Kentucky is
correct, but I suggest that we will save the time of the Senate
in taking the entire matter up in this manner.

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall not object to that; but I think from
now on we ought to limit ourselves to the consideration of
amendments made as in Committee of the Whole. We will have
ample opportunity to offer all the amendments we want to offer
to the text of the bill after we have concluded the consideration
of the amendments agreed to as in Committee of the Whole.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Arizona? The Chair hears none, and the
Senator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, sodium sulphate, the subject
under discussion, occurs in commerce in three forms—as
Glauber salt, a erystalline solid containing 55 per cent water
of erystallization; anhydrous sodium sulphate, a white amor-
phous powder containing no water of crystallization; and salt
cake, a crnde form of anhydrous sodium sulphate.

The principal use of these three chemicals is in the manufac-
ture of kraft paper. That is what is commonly called brown
paper or wrapping paper, and paper bags ordinarily used
in grocery stores,

The opposition to the imposition of this duty of $5 a ton, which
has been asked by the producers of salt cake and of Glauber
salt and of the anhydrous sodium sulphate in the United
States comes exclusively from the manufacturers of kraft
paper.

I want to point out to the Senate that on page 198, para-
graph 1409, of the pending tariff bill, wrapping paper not
specially provided for carries a rate of 30 per cent ad valorem.
That is kraft paper. Paper bags on page 192 carry a rate of
5 cents per pound, or $100 per ton, and 15 per cent ad valorem.
So that the highest kind of protection conceivably possible for
articles of this kind is now contained in the bill.

The production of kraft paper in the United States has
greatly increased in recent years, the demand for it being prin-
cipally from grocery stores, The latest figures available are
for 1927, There were produced in this country that year 778,-
990 tons of kraft paper valued at $79,792,5686. There were im-
ported into the United States only 6,085 tons valued at $518,877,
which shows that there is a practical monopoly in the produc-
tion of kraft paper in the United States, and that the present
tariff rate is prohibitive. The figures that I have just quoted
are taken from a table prepared by the United States Tarift
Commission, whieh I shall insert in the Recorp.

Production and imports of kraft paper, paper bags, and pulp

1027
Quantity| Value D::L“:lt 550 A8
Produczlon Tons
nﬁping aper, for bags, sulphate_| 141, (95 | §14, 545, 455
northern and Pacific coast___| 304,013 | 43, 454, 493
Krsl’t.. sodthern:(C ST S Uiy 242,382 | 21, 792, 638
Total (sulphate and kraft) . __.._. 778,900 | 79,792 586
Paper (total—-—h‘n!‘t not shown
separately’ B9, OL% BT s si s St
Fulp, sulphnte—hleachsd and  un-
1] FT L T e L e e 0 593,955 | 28,133, 175 [ {5 10 P s
Imports: Kraft wrapping paper......._ 6, 085 518, 877 B5.27 | $155, 663
Pul%sutphate—
nbleached (kraft)_..__.__.____ 382,113 | 20, G886, 688 54.01 | Free.
Bleached S e A ] 12,084 708, 712 £8. 65 | Free.
Total sulphate. . occoooeoaa oo 304,197 | 21,395 400 54.28 | Free.

It will be obgerved that there were no paper bags imported,
although bags to the value of $69,612,287 were produced. This
was for the very good reason that nobody could afford to pay
$100 a ton and 20 per cent ad valorem.

The effect of this high tariff rate, based upon the American
production, is as follows: The average selling price of kraft
paper in 1927 was $102.43 per ton in a market protected by a
30 per cent ad valorenr tariff. This represents protection averag-
ing $23.64 per ton on a total production of 778,000 tons, which
means that the kraft-paper industry was given protection to the
extent of over $18500,000 in that year. The amount of protec-
tion is greater this year because the produoction is greater. Yet
the kraft-paper industry, enjoying a protection amounting to
over $18,000,000 a year, is unwilling to allow a tariff rate of $5
a ton on salt cake or on Glauber salt or on anhydrous sodium
sulphate, the effect of which would be to add $1 a ton to their
cost, because it takes 1 ton of salt cake to make § tons of kraft

ApeT.

That is all there is to this case. There is no other objection
to this duty. No one in opposition appeared before the Ways
and Means Committee of the Hounse of Representatives or be-
fore the Finance Committee of the Senate exeept from the kraft-
paper industry, which enjoys an embargo tariff, which has
profited immensely under that tariff, and absolutely controls the
American market, the foreign importations being negligible.
To maintain an Amrerican indusiry the production of natural
salt cake in the United States, which has been destroyed by Ger-
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man competition, they are unwilling to allow an import duty
of $5 a ton.

This kraft-paper industry was built up in the United States
from a comparatively small production 10 years ago, when they
had to pay $21 a ton, on the average, for their salt cake. Ger-
many in the last three or four years has been producing salt
cake as a by-product of the manufacture of hydrochloric acid.
That preduction is in the hands of a German trust, or cartel
They have dumped their salt cake in the United States, with
the result that the price has gone down from an average of $21
a ton prior to 1923 until last year it was about $10 a ton. The
following table prepared by the United States Tariff Commission
shows the range of prices in recent years:

Month 193 1924 1925 1928 1927 1928
JODUAFY oo $25 $22 $18 $20 $20 $17
e 25 2 20 20 18 17
WIILY S o e 25 17 18 20 18 10
(30170 A El Sl 24 18 20 20 18 10

The statistics of imports of salt cake follow:

Calendar year Rate of duty Quantity | Valuo | Value per
Long tons g
T e Fren, oot b 68| e8| ®338
1923 do 47| sdost 17,810
1924 ldo Zos0| 4082 13262
1625 do. 1,708 18, 176 10. 642
1026 & 0 5, 508 66, 321 11. 847
1627 & o o5 | 100,29 10. 053
1928 do 25,208 | 253, 653 10,060
1929 do BI85 | 829,768 10,140

In the West it costs about £6.75 a ton to mine the natural
deposits of salt cake. It costs about $12 a ton to transport it
to the market, So that if the price is below $18 a ton our mines
must close down, and that is exaetly what has happened. There
is a deposit located near Camp Verde, in the State of Arizona,
containing, according to an estimate made by the Department of
Mines of the University of Arizona, over 20,000,000 tons of salt
cake, There are large deposits in Nevada. It is estimated that
there are over 80,000,000 tons of recoverable sodinm sulphate in
Great Salt Lake, Utah.

Glauber salt, another form, is found extensively in Wyoming.
The only way that these and other natural deposits can get into
the American market with the existing railroad freight rate is
through the imposition of this most modest tariff.

The producers of salt cake asked for a rate of $10 a ton, but
after carefully checking the freight rates they can suceessi’ulls
compete, in my judgment, with a rate of $§5 a ton, and that is
what I have asked.

It is necessary, if we are going to protect salt cake with a
rate of $5 a ton, to place the same rate upon Glauber salt and
upon the anhydrous sodium sulphate, because either one of those
products can be substituted for salt cake.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not quite understand the Senator’s logie,
because he asks for $5 a ton on sulphate, anhydrous, then he
asks for $5 a ton on Glauber salt. Glauber salt is sulphate with
50 per cent water added to it. I can not see why the Senator
weuld want $5 on both those articles, when they are exactly the
same thing, except that the second has 50 per cent water added.

Mr. HAYDEN. The Glauber salt contains about 55 per cent
water of crystallization.

Mr. SMOOT. What I am speaking of is this, that Glauber
salt is only 50 per cent of the sulphate, anhydrous. The bal-
ance of it is water.

Mr. HAYDEN. I understand that.

Mr, SMOOT. §So it is very inconsistent to have $5 on the
sulphate, anhydrous, and $5 on Glauber salf.

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator will understand that if salt
cake and Glauber salt are heated and the water taken out you
have the anhydrous product, which weighs less. There might
be a reason for having a higher rate on Glauber salt or a higher
rate on the anhydrous than on the salt cake, but I am willing
to have the same rate upon all of them, I believe that under a
uniform rate the industry can exist.

Mr. SMOOT. It seems to me the proposal is very incon-
gistent.

Mr. BARKLEY. Really, if the rate is made $5 on the
Glauber salt, 50 per cent of which is water, it is equivalent to
$10 on the anhydrous, because you have to dehydrate the ma-
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terial in order to make it into the anhydrous sodium. So that if
you put $5 a ton on both, and you have to take cut half of the
Glauber salt, which is water, you have to add another ton be-
fore you get a real ton of anhydrous sodium, so that it amounts
to a duty of $10.

Mr. HAYDEN. The point is this, that the Germans in mak-
ing these shipments have heated the product and taken the
water out, They may bring in the articles in whatever form
best suits them in their commercial activities. We mine either
the salt cake itself or the Glauber salt as they occur in nature.
They are carried at carload rates on the railroads, and when
they are brought to the paper mills they compete with the
product from Germany in whatever form it appears.

Mr. SMOOT. Whatever protection is afforded will be on the
anhydrous product. If it is $5 a ton on that, certainly they
would never ship in Glauber salt containing 50 per cent water.
That would be out of the question entirely. It seems to me if
it is necessary to have $5 on the Glauber salt, to make it equal
there should be $10 on the anhydrous.

Mr. HAYDEN. Perhaps so, but the producers of this natural
raw material say that they can successfully compete if the same
rate is imposed on all three. They may get the worst of it
out of that sort of tariff, but they can live, because after all
it is a by-product being brought from Germany, The Germans
will export it in whatever form it comes from their factories.
They are not going to change the form unless the tariff varies.
Then it would pay them to do it. If the tariff rate is the same,
there will be no oecasion for doing so.

Mr, SMOOT. If we are going to have $5 on sulphate, an-
hydrous, then the Glauber salt ought to carry a rate of $2.50.
The House fixed the rate at $4 and $1. This is all out of com-
parison. If these amendments were adopted, the Germans
would ship in the Glauber salt.

Mr. HAYDEN. I will admit, so far as the weight of water
is concerned, that if the crude salt cake carries a rate of $5,
properly the Glauber salt should carry a rate of $7.50 and
anhydrous sodium sulphate should carry a rate of $10. Con-
sidering only the volume of water, that would be the proper rate.
But I am not asking for that. I am asking for $5 all the way
through, and if the producers are willing to accept that, I do
not see why either the Senator from Kentucky or the Senator
from Utah should complain, because I am not asking for a
higher tariff than they think ought to be granted.

Mr. SMOOT. I am only calling the Senator’s attention to the
fact that I am afraid the people will think that we were very
foolish in adopting the rate on sulphate, anhydrous, and the
same rate on Glauber salt, when Glauber salt is exactly the same
as sulphate, anhydrous, with 2 per cent of water added.

Mr. HAYDEN. The American producers have had a sad ex-
perience, The Germans will bring in anhydrous sodiom sul-
phate and pack it up and label it *salt cake.” It has been
coming into the country free. They have protested to the
Treasury Department and done everything they could to prevent
this fraud, but the Germans simply carried it over under that
label into the free list. If all three of these articles are put on
the same basis, then there will be no advantage to the Germans
in trying to switch from one product to the other. 1f we take
into consideration only the water of crystallization contained in
the various products, then we start out with this rate of $5 on
salt cake, $7.50 on Glauber salt, and $10 on anhydrous. But I
am not asking for those two high rates. The American pro-
ducers can get along and operate their mines with a $5 flat rate
all the way through,

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senater yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, ALLExN in the chair). Does
the Senator from Arizona yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. In view of the fact that the domestic pro-
duction of Glauber salt has increased from 42000 tons in 1919
to 62,000 tons in 1927, and that the importations have decreased
from 2,700 tons to about 1,300 tons, I do not understand how it
is that the industry is unable to survive. I do not see any
relationship in the situation which the Senator evidently has in
mind.

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator is mistaken in some of his
figures.

Mr. BARKELEY. I am guoting from the Summary of Tariff
Information, page 393. In 1919 we produced only 42,000 tons
of Glauber salt. It has gone as high as 72,000 tons in 1925 and
62,000 tons in 1927, while our imports have fallen off until in
1928 they were less than at any time in the last 10 years.

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator ig talking about one thing and I
am talking about another., What I am primarily concerned
with is sodium sulphate or salt cake, and the only relation
which Glauber =alt bears to salt cake is that it may be used as
a substitute. The Senator will find that the production of salt
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cake in the United States from mines has varied from 16,000
to 23,000 short tons in recent years, whereas the German im-
portations, which began in 1922 and were only 638 tons at that
time, increased steadily until last year they amounted to 81,815
tons, valued at $829,793.

Mr, BAREKLEY. Of course the relationship between salt cake
and Glauber salt is as the relation of parent and child. Glauber
salt is made very largely from salt cake.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; exactly.

Mr. BARKLEY. 8o there is a relation. I do not quite see,
even if there is any justification for the tariff which the Senator
is advocating on salt cake, why he should carry that into the
rate on Glauber galt.

Mr. HAYDEN. If we had a rate of §5 a ton on salt cake and
only $1 a ton on Glauber salts, then all that is necessary to do
is to heat the galt cake and extract one-half of the water of
crystallization, and it would come in at the $1 rate instead of
the $5 rate. If we take all of the water out, then it comes in
at $2 under the anhydrous sodium sulphate rate now contained
in the bill. Inasmuch as it is simply a process of heating the
raw product and extracting the water so as to transpose it
first from =alt cake to Glauber salt and then from Glauber salt
to the anhydrous form, it seems to me the only way that Con-
gress could properly care for the entire situation is to fix the
same rate on all three products.

Mr. BARKLEY. We get Glauber salt by taking the salt cake
and crystallizing it?

Mr. HAYDEN. No; by taking the water out.

Mr. BARKLEY. Then, we taken the Glauber salt and take
the water out and get anhydrous sulphate. Is nof: that the
process?

Mr. HAYDEN. Half of the water crystal!lzation is taken out
when it is in the form of Glauber salt, and all of it is taken out
to get it into the anhydrous state.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I understand. Does the sulphate have
the water originally?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. Is any of the water taken out of that to
make Glauber salt?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; about one-half of the water is taken
out.

Mr. BARKLEY. Part of the water is taken out?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes,

Mr. BARKLEY. Then it is all taken out to result in anhy-
drous sodium sulphate?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. BARKELEY. So there are three processes by which we
arrive at the dry state of this salt cake which had water in it
at the start?

Mr. HAYDEN, It has 100 per cent water of crystallization
at the start and 55 per cent when it becomes Glauber salt and
none when it reaches the third stage.

Mr. BARKLEY. If it is 100 per cent water in the beginning
and we take it all out, how do we have anything left?

Mr. HAYDEN. I was speaking of water of crystallization.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Keax in the chair). Does
the Senator from Arizona yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
deposits in lakes, are they not?

Mr. HAYDEN. Originally.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then the lake evaporated; so they
are surface deposits and do not involve deep mining?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; they are mined with a steam shovel.
The cost of production in my State, according to the best figures
1 have, is about $6.75 a ton.

Mr., SMOOT. The fact of the matter is that it is a question
of taking care of the freight in order to get them to market.

Mr. HAYDEN. That is all there is to it, but I say that the
$5 rate will equate the difference between water transportation
from Germany and land transportation from our western depos-
its to the paper mills. The following figures will illustrate the
effect of this proposed import duty:

GERMAN COMPETITION ON THE GULF COAST

A. AGAINST BY-PRODUCT SODIUM SULPHATE

Without tariff
American sodium sulphate:

These deposits are crustaceous

Cost of manufactured product_ . ___________ £10. 75
Inland Teelght to iy L . 3. 80
Cost delivered to mills... $14. 565
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German sodinm sulphate :
Cost of production
Transportation
Commission, fees, and insurance .34
Inland freight to mills______

Cost delivered to mills r

German margin

With teriff

German sodium sulphate:
Cost delivered to mills
ar e

Total cost —._ X
American sodinm sulphate :
Cost delivered to mills___

American margin =
B. AGAINST NATURAL SALT CAKR

Without tariff

American salt cake:
Cost of production $6. 75
Transportation "

Cost delivered to mills
German sodium sulphate :
Cost delivered to mills

German margin

With tarif?
American salt cak
Cost deuvered to mills
German sodium sulphate :
Cost delivered to mills
Tariff. Sl

Total cost

German margin .03
GERMAN COMPETITION ON PACIFIC COAST
Without tariff

American salt cake (crude) :
Cost of production i
Transportation ———_

Cost_delivered to Pacific coast
German sodium sulphate :
Cost of production
Trans&o rtation
Con;m gion, fees, and insurance_ . . ————__
c 1"

Cost delivered to Pacific coast

German margin_____

With tariff
German sodinm sulphate :
Cost delivered to Pacific coast
Tariff

18. 20
14.25
- 3. 956

Total cost
Amerlean salt cake (crude) :
Cost delivered to Pacific coast

American margin

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. PITTMAN. I should like to ask the Senator from Utah
if we have adopted or if we have not adopted, as a measure of
fixing tariff rates, the cost of freight, the difference in the cost
of transportation by water and transportation by rail?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is in the flexible provision and
in operating under the flexible provisions the freight rates are
taken into consideration.

Mr. PITTMAN. I want to know whether or not the Senator
has adopted, in the consideration of this bill which we have
already passed upon, the policy of taking into consideration the
freight rates from the places of production to the chief market
as a factor in determining the difference in the cost of getting
the foreign product to the market and the domestic product to
the market. Is that true or not?

Mr. SMOOT. In some cases perhaps it is, and in others it is
not. For instance, in the matter of brick and cement, that was
the basis of the duty which was put upon those articles and that
iz all there was to it.

Mr. PITTMAN. The Senator has not directly answered my
question, but I understood, whether I am right or wrong, that
we have adopted as a measure which will guide the President
in the raising or lowering of duties, taking into consideration
in determining the cost by which the foreigner may put a com-
modity into the competitive market and the domestic producer
may put it into the same market, the difference in the cost of
transportation, water as against rail, for instance.

Mr. SMOOT. I will state to the Senator that the only items
handled in that way were brick and cement and items like that.
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The Senate dld not give the duty that was required to equalize
their transportation to the market.

Mr, PITTMAN. The reason why I brought up the question
was that the Senator seemed to indicate that the Senator from
Arizona was wrong in taking into consideration freight rates
at all.

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not say that.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arizona
yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. 1 would like to say on that point that sev-
eral reports have been sent here by the Tariff Commission as far
as I know, and not on one single article have they failed to take
into consideration the cost of transportation from the principal
producing center to the prineipal consuming center, and the
rate recommended by them in every case, so far as I have seen,
is based upon that fact—the cost of transporting from the prin-
cipal producing center to the principal consuming center.

Mr. SMOOT, They are instructed under paragraph 315 of
the existing law to do that.

Mr, HAYDEN. Mr. President, let me explain to the Senator
from Maryland what the situation is, The principal consuming
center of salt cake, at least so far as our western products are
concerned, is the Mississippi Valley paper mills. The Germans
have a cost of production of $4.50, an ocean transportation eost
of $5.08, and allowing $3.80 for commission fees and insurance
and inland freight from the coast to the mills, they can deliver
to the Mississippi Valley paper mills for $13.72, Our costs are
$6.75 at the mine in Arizona and transportation $12, or a total
of $18.75.

There is a difference of $5 a ton that has simply put our do-
mestic production out of business. With a tariff of $§5 a ton
the American producers would be put‘on a parity, and that Is
what I am asking, That is the sole purpose of my amendment,
to equalize transportation costs.

Mr. TYDINGS. Of course, the Tariff Commission, in all the
reports that have come to us, have also taken into consideration
the cost of transportation, usually by water, from the principal
competing external producing center and the freight rates
from that point to the principal consuming center in America.
They have considered that difference in freight rates locally and
the difference in freight rates from the foreign standpoint in
arriving at the total difference in cost of producing the com-
modity at home and abroad. In every one of the reports before
us those figures are given by the Tariff Commission,

Mr. HAYDEN. There is no other sane or sensible way of
looking at what the proper tariff rate should be unless we do
take into consideration the cost of transportation.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator what his
amendment is?

Mr. HAYDEN. My amendment is to take salt cake from the
free list and fix a rate upon it of §5 a ton, and then, in order
to prevent substitution of either of the other similar com-
modities for salt cake, I have also fixed the rate on those two
commodities at $5 a ton, because one can be substituted for the
other.

Mr. BLACK. The Senator is proposing to take it from the
free list and give it a rate of $5 a ton?

Mr. HAYDEN. 8Salt cake only. I will repeat, for the Sena-
tor's benefit, that my reason for doing that is because salt cake
is used primarily in the manufacture of kraft paper, as it is
called—that is, wrapping paper and paper bags—the demand
for which is tremendously increasing in this country. Kraft
paper enjoys a protective rate of 30 per cent ad valorem, equiva-
lent to nearly $25 a ton, and paper bags have a rate of 5 cents
a pound, or $100 a ton, and 20 per cent ad valorem. There are
practically no imports, The rates on those two paper products
are absolutely prohibitive. They are embargo rates, and yet
the manufacturers of kraft paper are the only ones who object
to the proposed rate on salt cake. They do it because they say
it wonld add §1 a ton to the cost of making paper which sells
for over $100 a ton and which enjoys a protection of over $25
a ton.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arizona
vield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr, HAYDEN, 1 yield.

Mr, BARKLEY. The increase which the Senator is asking
is 400 per cent on Glauber's salt—from $1 to $5—and 150 per
cent on the anhydrous sulphate. Of course, the Senator is pro-
ms;gg to take salt cake from the free list and give it a rate
of $&

Mr. HAYDEN. 1 do not know what per cent that would be.
I will leave that to the Senator from Kentucky to figure.
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Mr. BARELEY. That brings up the question whether any
article which requires a 400 per cent inerease in the tariff in
order to enable it to exist ought to be protected at all.

Mr. HAYDEN. Let me answer the Senator by saying that
the kraft-paper manufacturers built up a great industry in the
United States when they paid on the average $21 a ton for
their salt eake; and now, because as the result of a by-product
produced in Germany from the manufacture of hydrochloric
acid which the German trust or eartel dumps in this country,
the price has been cut down to neariy $10, and it is necessary, of
course, to have, as I say, at least a $5 tariff rate to equalize that
very condition and allow this form of mining to proceed in the
West.

Mr. BARKLEY, Is the salt cake that comes in used for any-
thing else?

Mr. HAYDEN. The principal use, so far as I know, is in
the manufacture of kraft paper, and the only people who pro-
tested against the rate in either the House or the Senate com-
mittee hearings were the kraft-paper manufacturers; no one
else appeared.

Mr, BARELEY. Is the salt cake which is produced in the
West capable of being used for ordinary edible purposes?

Mr. HAYDEN. Not at all. -

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no process through which it can go
that will reduce it to a table salt?

Mr. HAYDEN. It would not only be impossible but foolish
to reduce it to common salt, when such salt ean be obtained
from salt wells or from the sea. There would be no advantage
whatever in refining salt cake to obtain pure salt, if that could
be done. Common salt is sodium chloride, while this is sodium
sulphate. There is chlorine in one and sulphur in the other.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President——

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. ODDIE. I have listened with a great deal of interest
to the statement made by the Senator from Arizona; I am in
entire sympathy with his viewpoint on this matter, and I hope
the amendment he has proposed will be adopted. Nevada has
large deposits of sodium sulphate or salt cake, and we are
hoping and expecting that the industry will become productive
and profitable in a short time. An adequate tariff will make
it so, such as is carried in this amendment.

I ask permission, Mr. President, to place in the Recorp cer-
tain letters and documents regarding the subject. One is from
Hon. Clark J. Guild, of Yerington, Nev., who has spent consid-
erable time and money in developing one of these properties,
He is urging a tariff on this particular product in order that
the industry may live and prosper. Another is from Mr. Har-
rington Belty, of Mina, Nev., advocating a duty of $5 a ton.
Another is from Mr. William H. Metson, of San Francisco, a
prominent attorney there and a great authority on this ques-
tion. He is much interested in the development of the industry
in the western section of the country and has pointed out clearly
in his letters the necessity for the proposed tariff rates. I also
ask permission to place several statements giving economic data
in regard to salt cake, and a letter from Mr. R. W. Coad, of Los
Angeles, Calif., president of the Sodium Products Corporation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

EigaTH JUDICTIAL DISTRICT,
Yerington, Nev., January 15, 1929,
Hon, Tisker L, Oppig, UNITED STATES SENATOR,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

MY DrAR BENaTOR: When the opportunity presents itself and there is
a discussion with reference to tariff rates at some future date, either by
the Tariff Commission or by Congress, will you bear in mind the im-
portance of having the tariff on sodium sulphate, Na:S0, (zalt cake),
raised to an appreciable extent?

We are informed that there is considerable of this product shipped in
from Germany, and, of course, we want to protect our own industries
in this respect.

Our godium sulphate lease from the Government on the Wabuska,
Nev., lands Is not as yet upon what could be termed a commercial basis,
We are struggling on and have spent over 75,000 on this property and
believe some day it will make good, but we must have the protection of
the protectlve tariff and the cooperation of the Interior Department,
whom we expect will give to us the reduced terms and modify our lease
in aecordance with the amended land leasing act, passed by Congress
before the summer adjournment, and, as you wired me, approved by the
President just before Christmas.

Thanking you to give this matter your ecareful attention and considera-
tion, I am with regards and best wishes

Very truly yours,
Craex J. GuiLp.
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Hon. FREDERICE B. BALzZAR,
Governor of the State of Nevada,
Carson City, Nev.

Dear Sie; We owners of sodium sulphate deposits are trying to se-
cure a protective tariff of $5 per ton on this material, and to have it
removed from the free list where it 1s in the tariff law of 1922,

This protection would be of real benefit to Nevada as the State has
many deposits of this material which could be marketed in Oregon and
Washington where a large demand has recently developed In supplying
the kraft or sulphate pulp and paper mills,

We have been unable to develop our resources or interest capital in
our deposits, because of cheap German sulphate produced by labor re-
ceiving about one-third what we pay, and that is being imported in
foreign ships at ballast freight rates.

The Department of Commerce gives the following imports for sodium
sgulphate :

Mixa, NEv., December 2, 1929,

Tons
Yenr :
1028 5 508
192 R y L
1927 = e . 1,171
1928 28, 228
1929 (estimated) -- - 100, 000

The European producers are practically all in a syndicate, accord-
ing to the United States Department of Commerce, with power to allo-
cate production and markets, fix prices and protect their own European
markets from invasion, This arrangement allows tbem to make rates
at bome and in near-by markets at relatively high prices and dump
their excess production over here. For instance, they sell c. i. f. Bwed-
ish ports at from $14.64 to $18.30 per ton in bulk and at the same
time selling at $15.50 per ton in bulk e. i. f. United States ports, which
has caused the shutting down of some American firms and throttles the
development of our deposits.

1 would, therefore, respectfully urge that you ask our delegation in
Congress to actively fight for this protection, as it means a great deal to
this part of the ecountry.

Yours very respectfully,
HARRINGTON BELTY.
BALBoA BUILDING, January 9, 1929,
Hon. Tasger L. Oppiw,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Drar Sexator: In guite a number of places in Nevada there are
deposits of salts.

These should be protected by tariff.

I append a memoranda giving you some data on the subject. 1 trust
that you will use your best efforts to see that the tariff is put on to
protect thege goods, and that the same is clear and explicit.

1 am particularly interested in the Rhodes marsh.

With best wishes, I remain, your friend,
‘W. H. MeETSON,

SODIUM SULPHATE OR BALT CAKE

Papers of recent date have carried the report that an investigation
fs being conducted with the idea of making necessary adjustments to
the tariff of 1922,

This is of interest to us because we have taken an option on 4,400
acres at Rhodes, Mineral County, Nev.,, with the purpose in mind of
producing the sodium sulphate (salt cake) contained therein.

We have had several chemical and mechanical engineers investigate
the property carefully, and have spent considerable tlme going into
the titles and commercial details involved.

After receiving favorable reports from our engineers and considering
the markets, and having secured favorable rate adjustments from the
railroads, we have come to the conclusion that with reasonable tariff
protection, the property could be made a good proposition.

We are confronted with a peculiar situation regarding the tarif,
and, we believe, an unjust one.

The Germans, in producing thelr main product—potash—from their
Strassfurt deposits, are obtaining a high-grade sodlum sulphate, which
has a limited market abroad, and which they are offering, not only on
the east and Gulf coasts, but also on the Pacific coast, at $15.50—8§16
per short ton in sacks.

They are shipping this product as salt eake daty-free, whereas it
is really anhydrous sodium sulpbate, which, under the tariff, should
pay $2 per ton duty. (Par, 93, H. R. 7456, tariff act 1022.)

The distinction between ealt eake and anhydrous sodium sulphate
is a very narrow one, and so far has been interpreted in their favor by
the customhouse officlais.

Our chemists’ definition is that salt cake i1s an Impure sodium sulphate
obtained as a by-product in the making of nitrle and hydrochlorie
nelds, and containing from three-fourths to 134 per cent of acid and
up to one-half per cent iron.

This salt cake has to be refined to make anhydrous sodium sulphate,
which contains neither impurlty to an appreciable extent.

This is the only distinction between the two products.
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There are also two other grades of sodium sulphate, namely:
Glauber's salt, which contains 10 parts of water (duty $1 ton), and
anhydrous Glauber's salt, which latter is the same as anhydrous sodium
sulphate,

Chemically, the different forms of sodium sulphate are symbolically
expressed as follows:

Salt cake: Nn.SO, 96 per cent or better; acid, three-fourths, 134
per cent (H.SO, generally) ; NaCl and/or other impurities to balance
100 per cent.

Glauber’s salt: Na.80, 10H,0,

Anhydrous sodium sulphate: Nas80,, 98 per cent or better,

Anhydrous Glauber's salt: Nas8S0,, 98 per cent or better.

The latter two contain ne acid nor any appreciable amount of
iron (Fe).

The Germans are bringing in an iron and acid free sodium sulphate
as salt cake, which is not a by-product of acid manufacture,

It is unguestionably anhydrous sodium sulphate, but because of
the difficulty of interpretation this has been admitted free heretofore,
although it should have paid a $2 duty.

This product has, furthermore, effectively precluded developing the
Rhodes deposit.

Our costs of production are as low as the German costs, but our
transportation charges from Nevada are higher than the German
freights from Rotterdam.

Our product will be as good as the German product.

But because theirs is a by-product they can sell it here at a price
that leaves us without profit.

The Germans declare the value of the produnet at Rotterdam as
from $9 to $9.30 per ton In sacks, and as far back as 1909 they
exported 635,500 tons of a value of 30 marks per ton, roughly $7.50.

In 20 years the price has increased a matter of $1.80, and our
information is that this amount or more could again be removed from
the price.

When the present tariff Was written the importation of salt cake
was nominal, and for that reason it was not included as a dutiable
chemical.

The domestic price has steadily declined, until in 1928 the price
here on the coast was about $18.50 delivered in sacks.

The Germans, with a better product, are offering salt cake at $15.50
to $16 delivered.

Now, salt cake (as differentiated from other sodium sulphate prod-
uncts) is used almost entirely in the kraft pulp and paper industry.

Kraft pulp sells for $65 per ton and the paper wholesale for $105
a ton, both probably subject to some fluctuation.

Approximately one-fifth ton of salt cake is used in making a ton of
kraft pulp, rather less than more,

The cost per ton of pulp for German salt eake at the present price
of $15.50 delivered is therefore $3.10, ;

By putting a duty of $5 per ton on salt eake and anhydrous sodium
sulphate the cost per ton of pulp would be $4.10.

A cost of $4.10 per ton (or an increase of only $1) on a $065 product
is not excessive, and this is approximately the price pald before the
Germans started shipping, i. e., the price for the local material, with
a b per cent differential In favor of the German produect because of
its superiority added to local price—or $18.50+4 0.925=$19.425—would
be $3.885 peér ton of pulp.

In addition a §5 duty would take care of an indicated German ability
to reduce their price about $2 per ton and still allow us to compete at
$18.50 per ton, which bas been the priee heretofore,

Therefore we would appreciate your using your best efforts to secure
the inclusion of a §5 per ton duty on salt eake, Glauber's salt, anhydrous
Glauber's salt, and anhydrous sodium sulphate,

The inclusion of all forms of sodium sulphate are necessary, because
the Germans, having once gotten around the tariff because of the con-
fusion therein, will unquestionably try to do so again by taking a $2
tariff on anhydrous sodium sulphate instead of a $5 tariff on salt cake,

Under the tariff act of 1922 (H. R. T458, pars. B3, 84), practically
all forms and combinations of natural sodium salt are dutiable, and, in
fact, the only sodium product directly referred to as free is under
paragraph 1667,

This would tend to substantiate our contention that only that sodium
sulphate obtained as a by-product from acid manuficturing was Intended
to be duty free, for it says “ sodiom nitrate, sulphate, crude, or salt cake,
and niter cake.”

Referring you to paragraph 1619, which says, “ minerals, crode, or
not advanced in value or condition by refining or grinding, or by other
process of manufacture, not gpecially provided for.”

Now, this German material is:

1. Not salt cake, because it contains no acid nor iron,

2. Not crude, because it most certainly has been * advanced in value
or condition by refining or grinding, or by other process of manufacture,”

3. Not coming under the above two exemptions, most certainly duti-
able, and is yet admitted free.

This sitnation is vitally interesting to us, who are attempting to
develop certain of the natural salt deposits of the West, and particalariy
to the States of Nevada, Oregon, Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, Idaho,
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Montana, and Wyoming, and perhaps some others in which these natural
deposits exist in one form or another.

We therefore request relief from this situation by the ineclusion of
all forms of sodium sulphate in the tariff, and to the extent of $5 per
ghort ton, and pending this relief, to have the present tariff, not now
being enforced, to apply to this product, together with such other relief
as it is within your power to obtain for us.

Such action will aliow us to proceed with the immediate establishment
of this growing industry in Nevada, together with certain other deposits
we have in mind in other States.

BAN Fraxcisco, CALIr., Jonuary 19, 1929,
Subject : Tariff on salt cake (sodium sulphate).
Hon. Tasges L. ODDIE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR: A Mr. Robert H. Polack, representing the Niles Balt
Co., of New Orleans, La., appeared before the House Ways and Means
Committee on behalf of a $5 per ton duty on salt eake about January 10,
according to the United States Daily of January 11. '

He bhas arrived at the identical declsion that I have—that a tariff of
at least $5 per ton is essential to the establishment and/or maintenance
of this industry. =

Certain localities In the Western States are adaptable to little other
development, and It seems unreasonable to me that these areas should
be precluded from taking advantage of the few opportunities afforded
them by nature because of high rail rates versus cheap ocean rates in
German ships.

If the American standard of wages and living is to be protected, it
ghould certainly be protected right down the line,

A $5 tariff will only increase the cost to the consumer $1 per
pulp-ton and will at no time exceed the price he has paid in the past.

When the present tariff was passed the Germans were not competing
“in the loeal market, but now there is an increasing stream of German
chemicals being brought in, in many instances taking advantage of tech-
nicalities in the tariff and evading duty, even in cases where obviously
it was the intention that they pay.

Salt cake is an aggravating instance of this subterfuge.

The Germans are shipping a sodium sulphate as elther salt ecake or
sodium sulphate, crude (over 5,000 tons came in in October), that is
neither salt eake nor crude, and it is coming In duty free.

The paper people are attempting, on the one hand, to secure tariff
protection for themselves, which is all right, but, on the other band,
to prevent others from getting the same measure of protection that they
themselves are demanding, which is all wrong. >

I therefore request that you use your best efforts to secure a $5-a-ton
duty on the following:

1. Bodium sulphate, hydrous.

2. Sodium sulphate, anhydrous.

8. Glauber’s salt, hydrous,

4. Glauber's galt, anhydrous.

. Balt cake.

6. And/or any other chemical and/or mineral containing in excess of
50 per cent sodium sulphate,

The sixth item in particular will effectively prevent their using catch
names and technicalities to evade the provisions of the tariff,

In addition, I would appreclate anything you ean do to assist Mr.
Polack's efforts, which would be advantageous to us.

Yours very respectfully,

(=3

W. H. MgeTsoN.

BaLBoA BUILDING,
January 31, 1929,
Hon. TAsgER L. ODDIR,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.

Desr BexAToR: I am inclosing you a memorandum with reference to
godium sulphate.

As you know, there is considerable effort being made to exploit sodium
sulphate at Wabuska, Nev., and also to exploit salt, and that deposit at
Fallon, and then there will be other deposits at Rhodes, Teals, at
Bellville, and down in the Vegas and in the desert.

We figure it will take $5 a ton tariff to protect these deposits
against the machinations of the Germans, who are breaking into this
market, since the change in the method of manufacture of nitric acid
has made the brines and natural deposits valuable.

This matter Is up now before the Ways and Means Committee in the
House, and I wish you would take a hand in using your influence to
see that a tariff is imposed.

I inelose you a memorandum on the subject.

Very truly, your friend,
W. H. METso0x.

TARIFF ON SODIUM SULFHATE

There exist In varions Western States gquantities of sodium sulphate,
either in the form of vein or brine lake deposits.
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Some of these are capable of supplying the market with a superior
product at a cost not to execeed the price which has ruled for domestie
sulphate within the past five years.

The average price! pald by paper-pulp mills in bulk at producers'
works 18 as follows:

ig% 33% 00
1926. 2 1: %
1927 19. 00
192812 15. 50

Up to 1928, when the German imports first began to make them-
selves serlously felt, the price of salt eake averaged $20.90 per short ton.

The principal users of sodium sulphate are the kraft paper-pulp mills,
and the quotations are therefore those that apply to these large con-
sumers.

They buy sodium sulphate as salt cake, not being themselyves inter-
ested in any technieal ' name ™ distinetions that may exist between the
various grades.

In 1928 the price of salt cake dropped sharply to an average of only
$15.50 per short ton.

This is the price which the Germans have been quoting on 500 to 1,000
ton lots at Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific ports.

The principal source of German sulphate is the huge potash deposits
at Btassfort.

It is a by-product of their potash operations.

Sodium suiphate production in Germany amounts to approximately
250,000 long tons annually from 70 plants, of which about 100,000
tons ig exported (1926).

These plants are practically all in a huge German combine or trust
known as Bulfat-Syndikat, which is of broad powers, allocating produc-
tion, fixing prices, ete.

This Strassfurt sodium sulphate is manufactured from complex salts
known as earnalite and kieserite,

From carnalite and kieserite are obtained magnesium sulphate (Mg
80) and sodium chloride (NaCl).

From magnesium sulphate and sodium chloride, which are placed
in solution (or made Into a liguor) and subjeeted to a low temperature
(freezing process), hydrous sodium sulphate (Nay 80, 10 HJ0) also
known as Glauber salt, is obtained aecording to the following reaction :

Mg80,+ 2NaCl=Na,S0,+4 MgCl,

This hydrous (10 parts water) sodium sulphate known as Glauber
salt is taken and dehydrated (evaporated) artificially, and, of eourse,
anhydrous (without water) sodium sulphate is obtained, as follows :

Na:80,. 10 HsO+ heat=Na,80,

In other words, the water only is taken (by artificial application
of heat) from hydrous sodium sulphate or Glauber salt to make the
German godlum sulphate, which they are shipping here, not as anhy-
drous sodium sulphate which is correct, but as salt cake and/or sodium
sulphate, crude, which is incorrect.

Under our tariff of 1922 (H. R. 7456), paragraph 83, we find that
hydrous sodium sulphate (Glauber's salt) carrles a $1 per ton (2,000
pounds) duty.

Anhydrous sodium sulphate carries a $2 per ton duty.

Under paragraph 1667 of the above tariff act we find that *sodinum
sulphate, crude, or salt cake” is to be admitted without duty.

Witness what happens.

The Germans manufacture hydrous sodium sulphate (Glauber’s salt)
duty $1 per ton.

They dehydrate by artificial means this hydrous sodium sulphate, and,
naturally, the resulting produet is anhydrous sodium sulphate.

Then, by merely changing the name of this product to salt cake or
sodium sulphate, crude, they get this material in under said para-
graph 1667, duty free,

This iz a remarkable piece of tariff identification.

Balt cakes' derivation is clearly indicated by the name itself.

It is the product resulting from the manufacture of hydrochloric acid
by the following reaction of sulphuric acid on common salt (sodium
chloride) :

H,80,+ 2NaCl= Na,80,4 2HC1

The sodium sulphate (salt cake) resulting always contains acid until
processed or refined. It also contalns other impurities, generally salt
(sodium chloride). p

The German material sold here contains no acid.

Bodium sulphate, erude, is the natural sodium sulphate as found In
nature in brine lakes or veins, as at Clarksburg, Ariz,, Waubuska, Nev.,
and elsewhere.

The German material shipped in as *“crude” does mot occur as a
natural, native, or crude sodium sulphate in any of thelr products.

It is a manufactured product pure and simple, and necessitates at
least three distinct steps to obtain.

The tariff act of 1922 (H. R. T456), paragraph 1619, gives a defini-
tion of what constitutes a * crude " mineral.

1Qil, Paint, and Drug Reporter, weekly for five years,
28 months,
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Sald paragraph says: * Minerals, erude, or not advanced in value or
condition by refining or grinding, or by other process of manufacture,
not specially provided for."”

How can German sodium sulphate, all of which Is processed, enter
duty free as * crude?

It is vital to the establishment and/or maintenance of the American
chemieal industry to give each branch thereof adequate protection
against the huge European combinations formed and 'the still larger
being formed. They have powers to limit production, fix prlces, and/or
control the situation as best suits themselves.

We have not.

We know that this German sulphate combine is largely eontrolled by
the cheapest producer,

We know that German production conditions permit its syndicate
to sell the American market, and even our west coast, in competition
with California producers.

This * Syndikat" is using subterfuge to evade our tarif and is
dumping here as well,

This German sulphate was being sold in Germany for, roughly, $15,
while export declarations necessary for imports into the United States
place a value on it of §9 to $9.30 per tonm.

While the Germans are selling their own market at $15 per ton they
are landing it in the Pacific Northwest at §15.50 to $16 per ton, after
paying $6 to $8 freight from Rotterdam.

This demonstrates that the Germans are, indeed, “ dumping " with a
vengeance.

This situation is further emphasized when we consider that if loss is
sustalned it would be carried by the syndicate, and met by all members
who can be presumed to be profiting comfortably on domestie (German)
sules at around $14 to $15 per ton, coupled with export sales to neigh-
boring markets.

It is these sorts of cut-throat acts that the Independent American
producer is competing against.

Undoubtedly as soon as the Germans have firm control of the Ameri-
can market, we can expect higher prices to make up for the cost of
driving out the local producers.

It would be wise to prevent this eventuality.

A tariff of $5 a ton (an increase of only $3) wonld barely raise the
price of German sulphate ($15.50 to $16 per ton) back to the original
cost to the paper pulp mills of $20.50 to $21.

Jf the Germans drop their price (as their export declarations in the
past would lead one to believe they can do) $2 per ton, the cost to the
consuming mills would be (on the coast) $18.50.

At the greatest, increasing the tariff from $2 per ton to $5 per ton
would only increase the cost per ton of pulp 60 cents,

Kraft pulp sells at the mill for $50 to $65 per ton, and the total cost
of sodinm sulphate that enters into the productlon of a ton of such
pulp (about one-fifth ton, and assuming that such sodium sulphate
cost the mill §25 per ton) would therefore be only $5.

On the Pacific coast the cost would probably be under $4 per ton of
pulp.

To avold further German evasion the new tariff should make the fol-
lowing grades of sodium sulphate dutiable to the extent of at least $5
per ton:

1. Balt cake,

2. Anhydrous sodlum sulphate,

3. Anhydrous Glauber's salt.

4. Sodium sulphate, erude.

5. And/or any chemical, mineral, metal, material, and/or mixture con-
talning 50 per cent or more sodium sulphate.

The following grades of sodium sulphate should be made dutiable
to the extent of at least $2.560 per ton:

1. Glauber's salt,

2. Hydrous sodium sulphate. .

3. And/or any chemical, mineral, metal, material, and/or mixture
containing more than 25 per cent but less than 50 per cent sodium
sulphate,

This tariff schedule on sodium sulphate and/or its compounds and/or
mixtores will barely enable domestic produecers to get the price that in
the past has been obtained, and at the same time put no burden on the
consumer that has not in the past existed. ”

It is for the consumers' ultimate protection as well as the producers’.

In fact it 15 a vital necessity to both American labor and American
manufacturers that they be protected against this type of competition.

BALBOA BUILDING, June 13, 1929,
Hon. Tasger L. ObDIE,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. O.

Dear SExATOR: I have written some letters on the sodium sulphate
matter, trying to get before the members of the Finance Committee,
from me direct, some of my ideas.

I inclose you copy of letter written to Senator SmooT.

The Ways and Means Committee raised the rate on anhydrous sodium
sulphate from $2 to $4 on the report of the committee,

That was under section 83.
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The Germans had been importing into America anhydrous sodium
sulphate pure under section 1667 (now 1767) as free, under the guise
of salt cake.

The commercial salt eake Is a by-product from the mixing of sulphuric
acid and sodium chloride (common salt) together and thus getting
hydrochloric acid, and salt cake.

This salt cake always has impurities in it consisting of part of the
remaining acid that was mixed with it, and also some of the salt, and is
therefore not so desirable as pure anhydrous sodium sulphate.

This salt cake, however, contains about 95 to D8 per cent of sodium
sulphate,

The Germans took advantage of this, and by first shipping in some
salt cake, i. e.,, that which was made in producing hydrochloric acid,
got the entry through the customhouse and after that they have been
shipping a manufactured article which has been about 98 per cent pure.

This was made from the Stassfurt salts.

The Germans had been working on Stnss.turt salts for years for
potash and had been discharging the material, after the potash was dis-
ehargéd, into the German rivers, thus polluting them, and inasmuch as
the potash industry was increasing tremendously, the tonnage growing
greater, something had to be done. Their chemists got busy and finally
worked out a method of utilizing this waste, which consisted largely of
magnesium sulphate, and they found that by mixing the liguor contain-
ing magnesium sulphate with a liquor contalning common salt and then
reducing the temperature of the mixture by the so-called freezing
process the sulphate would be released from the magnesiom and the
chloride from the sodium and then the sodium and sulphate would mix,
making sodium sulphate.

The operation had been in large volume, to keep the waste out of the
rivers, and they had to have a market for 1t. They came over here with
their product and have driven the natural producers out of the market.

The Ways and Means Committee at the last moment were stampeded
by a brief and telegrams initiating from the German brokers in San
Franeisco. This brief was distributed by Wilson & Geo. Meyer & Co.,
of S8an Francisco. They represent the German trust. They got some
paper companies to sgign the brief, but they wrote it and distributed it.

It was very cleverly worded and gave the impression that the paper
and pulp business would be ruined without the German product and
that the pulp and paper people were paying more for sodium sulphate
to the Germans than was quoted by American producers. This brief said
that the present price of sodinm sulphate was $17.95, and that they
should add another dollar for bandling charges, which would make it
about §19.

This trick and device got by.

What these brokers really did was to sign up the paper-pulp people
who used scodium sulphate, and the brokers gave these consumem of
sodium gulphate a §13.50 rate (bulk).

The contracts were for two years—1929 and 1930. Baut in the con-
tract is a clause allowing the American consumers—the paper and pulp
people—to cancel the contract. This was for the purpose of protecting
them agaionst a raise in rates.

As soon as all the market was taken and all the business done, then
the Germans quoted this $17.06 rate. Of course there were no pur-
chasers, because they had already made their contracts, but it gave them
the opportunity to say to Congress that that was the rate.

Why the Ways and Means Committee should fall for the trick of the
German broker 1 do not know,

Why the paper people would conspire with the brokers to receive
pure sodium sulphate anhydrous as salt cake I do not know.

But one trick is worthy of the other, and it is up to you people to
protect American industry and your own home State product or else
“bend the knee" to Germany.

This German brief attempts to give the idea that the German product
is necessary to the paper mills in this country; that the Americans
can not produce it.

This 1s a deliberate lie. The producers have been shut down by
the reduction in price. They c¢an produce ten times more than can
be consumed.

Germany has been the great producer of sodium sulphate,

During the World War it ecould not supply the demand.

Who did?

America.

America shipped sodium sulphate to Sweden, which Is a great pulp
producer.

When Germany was again shattered by internecine strife, who sup-
plied the world?

America.

But Ameriea can not do it unless it is protected. If we get into
a war, I presume we could use sulphate from Germany—not.

We should prepare for contingencies and make our whole country a
self-contained nation.

You would think that the kraft-paper people who have prospered
under pmtection, have prospered more than they should at the ex-
pense of the Nation (because the tariff is giving them about $16,000,000
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a year protection), that they would be willing to protect their own
home industries to a small extent.

The tariff protection for kraft paper bags that are made from this
pulp is $100 per ton, with 20 per cent ad wvalorem besides. Some
protection !

There is used 400 pounds of sodium sulphate to each ton of kraft
pulp. A tariff of $5 a ton would mean $1 a tom on pulp, and that
would not increase the cost of paper to that extent. If the paper is
protected to the extent of $26 a ton and bags to the extent of one
hundred and odd dollars a ton, you wonld think they would be willing
to concede a dollar a ton as against paper to help the sodium-sulphate
business.

But, as I sald before, it is not the paper companies so much as these
German agents who seem to have the paper people under their control,
and I presume they do it by giving them a concession in violation of
law and then threaten to expose them to customs authorities unless they
stand in.

One would think that the Ways and Means Committee would observe
the wrecking of sulphate costs and therefore not consider such a brief
as was written by Wilson & Geo. Meyer & Co.; that is, consider the
source,

How the brief could have appealed to the committee 1 do not see,
because the fact is that the price was wrecked. How was it wrecked?
It was their business. It was demonstrated that the wrecking came by
German importations, which increased over 600 per cent between 1925
and 1929,

The fact is that America can supply, and the Nevada producers are

entirely willing to supply, salt cake at $17 and $18 a tom, delivered,
while the price paid by these paper companies has been $21 a ton, plus
freight, during the time that they have been building and making such
tremendous profits.
_ For instance, one of these pulp mills last year made $26 a share on
its common stock, and that was $26 a share on $52 a share invested
In the business, or a matter of about 32 per cent in one year on the
common stock. And yet the people object to somebody else making a
living.

I trust that you will take this matter up with Senator Smoor and
with Senator SHorTRIDGE and with Senator Epce, and that you will
make clear to them the necessities of protecting our own industries, and
Yyou know we have but a very few of them out here on the Pacific coast.

With best wishes, I remain, your friend,
W. H. MBTSO0N.
BaALBoA BUILDING, June 11, 1929,
Hon., REeEp SMooT,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. O,

Drar Sexaror: Following up my letter of June 7, 1929, I note that
I stated in 1928 there were 100,000 tons of godium sulphate fmported.
That was an error, as the importation was 30,000 tons.

Since writing you I have ascertained that the House Ways and Means
Committee were imposed upon by the Kraft people.

I inclose you copy of a brief that they filed with Mr. HAWLEY and
Mr. HapLeEy and others.

This brief was distributed by Wilson & Geo. Meyer & Co., brokers for
the German importers.

How the chicanery of this brief did not appedr to the committee I
am at a loss to understand.

The companies signing the brief have contracts with the importers
through this firm of brokers, fixing a price at about $13 a ton.

The signers of the brief carefully avoid stating that they had written
contracts, and further avoid stating that after they had made the con-
tracts, then, and then only, the brokers for the Germans guoted the
price at $17.95 ¢ i. f. Pacific coast terminals.

They also neglected to state that these contracts have a cancellation
clause, allowing the buyers to cancel the contracts, and that this
cancellation elause was put into the contract expressly for the purpose
of protecting these paper companies.

The signers of the brief further flout the intelligence of the Ways
and Means Committee by saying that quotations were made by domestic
natural producers at $2 and $4 per ton less than the existing German
price.

They further say “ obviously Paclfic coast kraft mills would not have
contracted for German material at a much higher price had they had
any assurance from natural producers as to ability to deliver and their
assurance as to guality.”

This statement is aguin on a par with the activities of these buyers
who have been conspiring with the German importers to introduce
under one designation a material which comes under another clause in
the old tariff act. g

The statements of the signers of the brief imply a condition that did
not exist.

They try to make it eppear that they will be without sodlum unless
they deal with the Germans, and now having dealt with the Germans
and having hedged themselves around, and being in a business that has
been bulwarked by tariff, they stoop to make statements that are abso-
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Intely false and weave other statements into a mesh so that the truth
is concealed that they may thereby further profit.

The evasion by the signers of the brief of the real issue and their
concealing the domestic source of supply by saying * most of the natural.
deposits * * * gare located miles from the raflroad ™ is reprehen-
sible.

Camp Verde, in Arizona, near the railroad, was supplying 18,000 tons
¥early, and solely by reason of German price slaughtering was shut
down about the middle of 1928, That plant can furnish 100,000 tons
of the best quality of sodium per year. Rhodes Marsh, Nev., can supply
all the Pacific coast tonnage estimated by the signers of the brief for
the next 50 years, and it is right on the railroad; 18,000 tons 96 per
cent pure has actoally been shipped from S8an Luis Obispo County, Calif,,
until shut down by low prices. All of these plants could and would
prosper at a fair tariff,

We will send you specific and reliable data covering this whole in-
dustry.

The fact is, as you do know, that kraft pulp plants have been in-
creasing in number by leaps and bounds and the business has been most
prosperous,

It takes about 400 pounds of sodium sulphate to make a ton of kraft
pulp.

In Great Salt Lake alone there are 80,000,000 tons of sodium sulphate,

You know further that there are 400,000,000 tons of sodium chloride.

You know also that contiguous to Salt Lake they have the great
gmelters, and that the vapors therefrom, with which to produce sul-
phurie acid, are available ; that the sulphuric acid, in combination with
the sodium chloride, will produce all the salt cake that all the kraft
pulp people will ever need in the world—and this is only one place
among many in the Pacific coast arid countries.

8hall American industry advance?

The Germans for years worked their keiserite ores and extracted only
the potash and discarded the magnesium contents into the rivers and
thereby polluted them.

The industry was not hamstrung, but encouraged. The Germans
studied and found out a way of working these complex ores and using
the magnesium sulphate in combination with common galt they could,
and do, make sodium sulphate. They are now proceeding to make
further salvage of their waste and do turn out in large volume pure
Epsom salts,

They have now, aecording to the reports of our representatives,
reduced their costs of working their eomplex ores one-half

Not only is the German Government protecting this industry, but the
English and the Germans got together and allotted the markets between
themselves, and now the French and the Belgians, the Germamns and
the English have gotten together and are further dividing up the
market.

Contrast that with those who, receiving tarlff protection themselves,
are conspiring to throttle another American industry by the false state-
ment that the matural product in quantity and gquality ean not he had
at a reasonable figure.

It seems plain that the Germans would not have broken the price of
sodinm sulphate in 1928 down to $10 a ton if American produecers could
not have delivered the goods.

Very respectfully your friend,
W. H. MzTsoN,

Los ANcrLEs, Maerch 11, 1929,
Hon. Taskee LowxDeEs ODDIE,
Washington, D. C.

DrAr Mr. OppiE: This company aud all producers of sodium sulphata
are suffering a serious loss in the marketing of this material due to the
importation of cheap sodium sulphate by Germany. We wish to fur-
nish you with the facts regarding this situation and hope to enlist your
support in our effort to secure a tariff which will protect us.

In the States of Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, Washington, California,
and Arizona there exist natural deposits of sodinm sulphate in the form
of Glauber salt (approximately omne-half water and one-half sodium
sulphate), anhydrous and erude sodium sulphate.

Glauber salt, refined anhydrous sodium sulphate, and crude sodium
sulphate, or salt eake, as it iz known to the trade, is also manufae-
tured by chemical companies located in different sections of the United
States. This material is used by many industries in this country,
such as the dyeing and textile industries; paint, varnish, and glass
industries, and others, but by far the largest consumers are the pulp
and paper mills, who use it In the manufacture of kraft paper.

The total consumption in the United Btates of this material is ap-
proximately 400,000 tons per year. During the past 10 years or more
hundreds of thousands of dollars have been spent developing the nat-
ural deposits. These deposits offer a resource of great potential value
to the United States,

Since 1924 this company has been developing and operating a de-
posit of sodium snlphate located at Camp Verde, Ariz. In 1926 ovr
company, after having spent close to $400,000 in development and con-
struetion work and operating at a loss for two years, started to make




money, when foreign competition that was unforeseen developed, and
within two years' time forced us to close our plant, throwing B0 to 75
men out of work and ruining the investment of 1,000 stockholders
located in different sections of the United States, many of whom are in
your State. Our present investment in this undertaking is close to
one-half milllon dollars.

The latter part of 1926 Germany commenced importing sodium sul-
phate in large quantities into the United States, they having perfected
a process whereby they could cheaply recover this product from mate-
rial they had been wasting in the mining of their large potash deposits.

To-day Germany is the largest and cheapest manufacturer of this
product in the world. Not having a market at home for all the ma-
terial they are making and ecan make, they are now sending to this
country their surplus and underselling the American manufacturers and
producers, regardless of what our cost may be.

Ninety per cent of our shipments bave been made to the pulp and
paper mills. The majority of these mills are located at tidewater or
adjacent thereto. Our freight rate alone to Gull points is §12 per
ton. Germany Is selling sodium sulphate in bulk at $13 per ton Gulf
points and $15.50 per ton sacked or $13.50 bulk Pacific coast ports.

The chemical companies located in the Middle West and East who
have been seriously affected by this competition have filed briefs with
the Ways and Means Committee at Washington, D. C., asking for a
duty of $5 per ton on Glauber salt, $5 per ton on crude sodium sul-
phate or salt cake, and $10 per ton on refined anhydrous sodium sul-

- phate, This company, through the American Mining Congress, has
agked for a duty of $5 per ton on crude sodium sulphate or salt cake.

Since filing our briefs we have been advised that Germany expects
to materially increase their importations and, if necessary, lower their
present price in order fo secure additional business.

We have recently secured data regarding Germany's cost of pro-
duction, transportation, and seclling. Germany's cost of converting by
a solution process this waste material to sodium sulpbate is not over
$3 per ton, Their freight rate from works to Hamburg is $2.38 per
ton ; insurance and consular fee, 18 cents; boat rate from Hamburg to
Gulf ports, $3 per ton; to Pacific ports, $4.08; commissions, 1 per
cent selling price or 13 cents Gulf and 16 cents Pacific ports. Total
cost delivered Gulf ports is $8.60 and Pacific ports §0.80, (Transporta-
tion and sales cost to Pacific ports secured from copy of invoice of
shipment made in early part of 1929 to Pacific ports and furnished by
German agent to United States customs office, who are investigating
_these importations in order to prove dumping by Germany.) Note low
hoat rate. The steamship companies conference rate is §7 per long ton
or $6.25 per short ton (2,000 pounds) on sodium sulphate from Ham-
burg to Pacifle coast ports.

Our application for a duty of $5 per ton Is too low and should have
been $10 per ton in order to enable the American prodocers of this
material to secure a fair price. Our lowest total cost per ton was
$6.74 plus $12 freight to Gulf ports, making $18.74. A $10 duty
would still enable Germany to import sodium sulphate at a trifle lower
cost than we cou’d deliver to this territory. We have been advised
that it cosis the chemical companies between $10 and $12 per ton to
make this material. Their average freight rate to this territory is
approximately $6 per ton, or a delivered price of close to $18 per ton.

A duty of §10 per ton will put us on practically an equal delivery
cost with the foreign importers. With a fair margin of profit added to
these delivery costs, the price of sodium sulphate will still be consider-
ably less than the average price from 1920 to 1926, inclusive,

In the Gulf territory Germany at tidewater points is delivering
godlum sulphate at $15 per ton less than the average price prevailing
from 1920 to 1926 and $12 per ton less at Pacific coast ports. We are
listing below the average price for sodium sulphate for the years 19520
to 1928, Inclusive, as furnished by the Oil, Paint, and Drug Reporter:

Per ton
i e
1922 5& 50
194" 33 00
i : e
1037___ 19. 00
1928 15. 50

Or an average price of $25.46 for 1920 to 1926. Since 1926 Ger-
many's competition has completely destroyed our domestic prices.

Following are importations of sodium sulphate, Glauber's salt, and
anhydrous sodinm sulphate, 1626 to 1928, inclusive (note increasing
amounts) :

Tons
1926 5, 300
1027 ____ 2 ks 16, 554
1928 (11 months only) s 29, 421

While the 1928 Importation represents about 8 per cent of the total
consumption, it is a well-known fact that in many lines a comparatively
small quantity of an article can make the market price for an industry's
entire production.

Department of Commerce, January 21, 1829, published the following
article written by Trade Commissioner Willlam T. Daugherty, Berlin:
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“ German salt-cake production is distributed among some 70 plants,
4 of which have capacities of 18,000 tons or more per annum, They are
virtually all combined in the Sulfat-Syndikate of Frankfort, with powers
of allocating production, fixing prices, ete. Of these the Kalseroda
plant at Merkers in Thuringia, which ig, incidentally, the largest potash
plant in the world, with an annual capacity of 120,000 tons of potash,
is producing 8,000 tons of salt cake monthly now (or 96,000 tons per
year)."

We are unable to meet such competition and unless a relief in the
form of a tariff is given our industry the investment in this company
will be a total loss. Employment of labor by this company will be at
an end ; revenue which formerly went to the railroads in this country for
hauling this material lost, as the Imported material is delivered mostly
by boats to mills located at tldewater. (Our company alone paid in
1926 and 1927 over $350,000 gross revenue to the railroads.)

Our company has many milllon tons of sodium sulphate in our
deposit at Camp Verde, Ariz., which can be the source of a part of the
supply of sodium sulphate needed by industries in this country at a
very reasonable price and for many years to come. However, we can
not economically operate our plant under prevailing market prices,
caused by German importations,

As stated above, Germany Is securing this material as a by-product
in the operations of their very profitable potash deposits. They have
much cheaper labor than we, and are transporting sedium sulphate by
water in their own boats, three to six thousand miles, two to three
times cheaper than we are transporting same by rail 1,000 miles.
German sales of sodium sulphate are made through one large * kartel "
or trust, a method of selling we are not permitted to use. They are
securing higher prices for their domestic sales of this product at plant
than they are securing for material exported to the United States.

If the effort and money we have invested in an endeavor to build up
a profitable and needed industry in this country is not to be wiped out,
we must secure a tariff that will prevent this ruinous competition.

Will you not render us your assistance?

Yours very truly,
Bopivd ProbUvors CORPORATION,
R. W. Coap, President.

AMr. ODDIE, Mr. President, I will not discuss this question
further. The Senator from Arizona- has made a very able
presentation of the case, and I hope the amendment he has
proposed will be adopted.

Mr., PITTMAN. Mr. President, there is hardly anything to
say with regard to this subject after it has been discussed by
the Senator from Arizona. He has given a great deal of thought
and study to it and has stated the facts frankly. The differ-
ence in the cost as between the importer and the loecal pro-
ducer is $5 a ton, measured according to the rule which has
already been adopted by the Senate in this very bill, and
which was voted for by, I think, practically all Members of
the Senate; and so that in order to equalize the exact differ-
ence in cost, without any profit whatever, it will be necessary
to have a tariff rate of $5.

The House bill provided a rate of $4; the rate in the present
law is $4; and the amendment now under consideration means
the raising of that rate just $1. If raising the rate $1 will allow
the industry to prosper and give employment to thousands and
thousands of men in various States of the Union, I do not think
any of us should hesitate for one moment to vote for the addi-
tional duty.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield.

Mr. BLACK. I understand that the amendment not only
raises the rate $1, but it takes salt cake from the free list and
imposes on it a rate of $5 a ton?

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes. Let me explain that; I do not think
the Senator heard the explanation which has been given. It is
simply a matter of water. While the Congress in the existing
law intended to protect this commodity, the Germans were able
to get around the provision in the law by either adding or tak-
ing out a little water; they could use either process they de-
gired. They could add a little water to it or they could take a
little water out of it, and in either event it was called by a
different name. It is similar to the case of evaporated pota-
toes. KEvaporated potatoes can have no water in them, or a
glass of water can be added, and they are then another sub-
stance; and if two glasses of water are added they are still
another substance. By such a process the Germans avoided the
provision in the existing law. The only difference is that by
adding the word “sulphate” the product with different admix-
tures of water is entirely covered.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I desire to ask another ques-
tion. Did mnot the House committee have hearings on this
matter?

Mr. HAYDEN. The House Committee on Ways and Means
had hearings on the subject.
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. Mr. BLACK. Did not the House put it on the free list?

Mr. HAYDEN. They left it on the free list; why I do not
know ; but I do know that the kraft-paper manufacturers were
the only ones who appeared in opposition. The House left salt
cake on the free list but raised the duty on anhydrous sodium
sulphate from $2 to $4 a ton. That is what the House of Rep-
resentatives did.

Mr. BLACK. The Senate committee also had hearings on
the subject, did it not?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

. Mr. BLACK. And left the commodity on the free list?

Mr. HAYDEN. Salt cake was left on the free list, and
anhydrous sodium sulphate remained at $4 a ton.

Mr. BLACK. What is the cost of salteake per ton?

Mr. HAYDEN. It varies with where it is found. It runs
about $6 or $7 at the mines. German salt cake is worth about
$13 or $14 a ton, while it costs the American producer about §18
a ton to lay it down at the paper mills in the Mississippi Valley.

Mr. BLACK. In other words, it is proposed to put a $5 tariff
on a product that sells for $6 at the mine?

Mr. HAYDEN. It could be produced at the mines for that
sum, but I will say frankly to the Senator that the reason for
the proposed rate is that it cost $12 a ton to transport that
product from the mine to the mill, whereas the Germans enjoy
water transportation at low rates and can lay it down for $5
less. The only purpose of this tariff is to egualize transporta-
tion. The following letters from the producers of salt cake in
Arizona fully explain the need for this import duty:

CaMP VERDE, ARiz., March 8, 1929,

Hon:, CArRL HAYDEN,
Washingion, D. O.

Dpar Mg, HAYDEN : We are furnishing you with data regarding the
.operation of our plant at Camp Verde and hope you will lend us your
assistance.

In the States of Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, Washington, California, and
Arizona there exist natural deposits of sodium sulphate in the form of
Glauber salt (approximately one-half water and one-half sodium sul-
phate) and anhydrous and crude sodium sulphate.

Glauber salt, refined anhydrous sodium sulphate, and erude sodium
sulphate, or salt cake, as it is known to the trade, is also manufactured
by chemical companies located in different sections of the United States.
This material is used by many industries in this country, such as the
dyeing and textile industries, paint, varnish, and glass industries, and
others, but by far the largest consumers are the pulp and paper mills,
who use it in the manufacturing of kraft paper.

The total consumption in the United States of Glauber salt, refined
anhydrous sodium sulphate, and crude sodium sulphate is approximately
400,000 tons per year. During the past 10 years or more hundreds of
thousands of dollars have been spent developing the natural deposits,
These deposits offer a resource of great potential wvalue to the United
States,

Since 1924 this company has been developing and operating a deposit
of sodium sulphate located at Camp Verde, Ariz. In 1926 our company,
after having spent close to $400,000 in development and construction
work and operating at a loss for two years, started to make money,
when foreign competition that was unforeseen developed, and within
two years' time forced us to close our plant, throwing 50 to 76 men out
of work and ruining the investment of 1,000 stockholders located in
different sections of the United States, many of which are in Arizona,
Our present investment in this undertaking is close to one-half million
dollars.

The latter part of 1926 Germany commenced importing sodium sul-
phate in Jarge quantitics into the United States, they having perfected
a process whereby they could cheaply recover sodium sulpbate from
material they had been wasting in the mining of their large potash
deposits,

To-day, Germany is the largest and cheapest manufacturer of this
preduct in the world. Not having a market at home for all the mate-
rial they are making and can make, they are now sending to this coun-
try their surplus and underselling the American manufacturers and
producers, regardless of what our cost may be,

Ninety per cent of our shipments have been made to the pulp and
paper mills. The majority of these mills are located at tidewater or
adjacent thereto, Our freight rate alone to Gulf points is $12 per ton.
Germany is selling sodium sulphate in bulk at $13 per ton, Gulf points,
and $15.50 per ton sacked or $13.50 bulk, Pacific coast ports.

The chemical companies located in the Middle West and East, who
have been serlously affected by this competition, have filed briefs with
the Ways and Means Committee at Washington, D. C., asking for a
duty of $5 per ton on Glauber salt; $5 per ton on crude sodium gul-
phate or salt eake and $10 per ton on refined anhydrous sodium sul-
phate, This ecompany, through the American Mining Congress has
asked for a duly of $5 per ton on crude sodium sulphate or salt cake.
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Since filing our brief we have been advised that Germany expects to
materially increase their importations, and if necessary, lower their
present price in order to secure additional business.

We have recently secured data regarding Germany's cost of produe-
tion, transportation, and selling. Germany's cost of converting by a
golution process this waste material to sodium sulphate is not over $3
per ton. Their freight rate from works to Hamburg is $2.38 per ton.
Insurance and consular fee, 18 cents; boat rate from Hamburg to Gulf
ports, $3 per ton; to Pacific ports, $4.08; commissions 1 per cent sell-
ing price, or 13 cents, Gulf, and 16 cents Pacific ports. Total cost deliv-
ered Gulf ports is $8.69 and Pacific ports $9.80. (Transportation and
gales cost to Pacific ports secured from copy of invoice of shipment made
in early part of 1920 to Pacific ports and furnished by German agent to
United States Customs Office, who are investigating these importations
in order to prove dumping by Germany.) Note low boat rate. The
steamship companies conference rate is $7 per long ton or $6.25 per
short ton (2,000 pounds) on sodium sulphate from Hamburg to Pacific
coast ports.

Department of Commerce, January 21, 1929, published the following
article written by Trade Commissioner William T. Daugherty, Berlin:

“ German salt-cake production ls distributed among some T0 plants.
4 of which have capacities of 18,000 tons or more per annum. They are
virtually all combined in the Sulfat-Syndikate, of Frankfort, with powers
of allocating production, fixing prices, etc. Of these, the Kaiseroda
plant at Markers, in Thuringia, which is, incidentally, the largest potash
plant in the world, with an annual capacity of 120,000 tons of potash,
is producing 8,000 tons of salt cake monthly now, or 96,000 tons per
year.”

We are unable to meet such competition, and unless a rellef in the
form of a tariff is given our industry the investment in this company
will be a total loss. Employment of labor by this company will be at
an end; revenoe which formerly went to the railroads in this country
for hauling this material lost as the imported material is delivered
mostly by boats to mills located at tidewater. (Our company alone
paid in 1926 and 1927 over $350,000 gross revenue to the railroads.)

Our company has many million tons of sodium sulphate in our deposit
at Camp Verde, Ariz., which can be the source of a part of the supply
of sodium sulphate needed by industries in this country at a very rea-
sonable price and for many years to come. However, we can not
economically ‘operate our plant under prevailing market prices, caused
by German importation.

As stated above, Germany is securing this material as a by-product:
in the operations of their wery profitable petash deposits. They have
much cheaper labor than we and are transporting sodium sulphate by
water in their own boats, three to six thousand miles, two to three times
cheaper than we are transporting same by rail 1,000 miles. German
sales of sodium sulphate are made through one large * kartel” or trust,
a method of selling we are not permitted to use, They are securing
higher prices for their domestic sales of this produet at plant than they
are securing for material exported to the United States.

If the effort and money we have invested in an endeavor to build up
a profitable and needed industry in this country is not to be wiped out,
we must secure a tariff that will prevent this ruinous competition.

Will you not render us your assistance?

Yours very truly,
SopiuM PropucTs CORPORATION,
R. W. Coap, President.
ArizoNa CrEMicAnL Co.,
New York, February 15, 1930.

Hon, Carr. HAYDEN,
Benator from Arizona,
The United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DeaAr SiR: We have taken over the salt-cake (sulphate of soda) mine
and property located at Camp Verde, Ariz., and are about to begin the
production of salt cake on a large scale. This is possible through a
condition, which may be temporary, affecting the German production
of this commodity.

There has been no duty on salt eake and Germany has been able to
send into this country hundreds of thousands of tons at ridiculously
low prices, and at figures which would make it impossible to compete
from Arizona. The present contract market price of salt cake is ap-
proximately $138.50 per ton at Gulf ports on imported salt cake.

Large quantities of this product are used in the manufacture of kraft
paper in the Louisiana-Mississippi district, and with the present freight
rate of $12 per ton, you see the difficultles with which we are con-
fronted ; nevertheless, at least temporarily, German production has been
curtailed, and we are hopeful that more reasonable prices will prevail,
but there is no gquestion but what a duty on this commodity is needed
for the protection of our operation,

This subject came up before the Ways and Means Commiltee of the
House of Representatives and the kraft-paper mills defeated the pro-
posal for a duty of $5 per ton. The Senate Finance Committee followed
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the lead of the Ways and Means Committee and kept salt cake on the
free list. In view of the fact that the Senate is going over the sched-
ules, it occurs to me that it is not too late, perhaps, to have a duty of
$56 per ton placed on this commodity. It means the employment of a
large amount of labor, wutilization of natural raw materials, and the
expenditure of very considerable sums of money in the development of
this Arizona property.

If there was ever a very good reason for a protective tariff, we have
it in this case. May we, therefore, enlist your support and ask that you
take the necessary steps to place this commodity on the dutiable list.
The kraft-paper mills now realize that unless American manufacturers
will produce this commodity there will be a shortage which will ad-
versely affect them a great deal more than a reasonable protective duty.
On the other hand, large amounts of money necessary to develop this
project are unwarranted without some assurance for the future.

We are willing to spend the necessary money to develop the Arizona
natural deposits, but it is a precarious undertaking to do this, realizing

that even a small amount of German tonnage at low prices sets the

market, and there is always the possibility of Germany again increas-
ing the production of salt cake and coming in to take the business
away from us at prices below our costs.
Your suggestions and cooperation are keenly sought.
anticipation of your assistance, we are,
Very truly yours,

Thanking you in

H. L. DErBY, President.

ArizoNa CHEMICAL Co.,
New York, February 18, 1930,
Hon. CARL HAYDEN,
8, tor from Ari s
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. O.

Drar SexaTor HAYDEX: [ appreciate your telegram of the 18th, to
which I have replied, as follows :

“ Reduction in German exportation salt eake due to change in method
manufacturing muriatic acid of which ealt cake Is a by-product.”

You realize, of course, the danger in this situation, so far as the
domestic producers are concerned. Temporarily, at least, Germany has
changed its method of producing muriatic acid and, by the present
method, salt cake does not result as a by-produet. Now, if we and
other manufacturers proceed with the expenditure of eonsiderable sums
of money needed to produce salt cake in this eountry and. if later,
Germany changes back to its method of manufacturing muriatic acid and
produces large guantities of salt cake, we will have our investment on
our hands and no possible opportunity of utilizing 1t because Germany
can send over salt cake to this country at a figure which would not even
represent the freight from Arizona to econsuming points,

The kraft mills are golng to find themselves in am-extraordinarily bad
situation if the domestic patural deposits are not developed. In view
of the fact that salt cake is a by-product of muriatic acid, it will not
be produced in Increasing amounts by the chemical manufacturers for
the reason that there is a market for only a certain amount of muriatic
acid and, of course, the two products eould not be produced and the
muriatic acld thrown away in order to produce enough salt cake for the
requirements ; therefore, the natural deposits such as ours in Arizona are
the logical ones to be developed, and if a duty can be established to pro-
tect us for the future, go that if Germany does change back to their
former method of manufacturing we will be able to continue to operate,
we are warranted in spending the money necessary for a large and
efficient operation.

1 greatly appreciate your interest, and awalt with keen interest further
developments.

Very truly yours,

' H. L. DurBY, President.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, just one word further. Mind
you, all through the schedules we have adopted, or in practically
all of them with regard to manufacturers, we have adopted a
measure which was laid down in this bill as to the difference in the
foreign cost and the cost to the domestic producer. I think the
Senator from Alabama voted for that provision; I know I voted
for it. It was presented by the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Simmons], and I think all of us voted for that measure.
It took into consideration expressly the difference in the cost of
transportation by water, we will say, from the foreign port to
our port and by rail from the domestic port to the point of
consumption, and it also took into consideration the transpor-
tation from the point of production in this country to the main
point of consumption.

It would seem absolutely unfair to use that measure which
we have unanimously adopted in this body with regard to manu-
factured articles, and then in the case of some cheap little
article which somebody else is trying to produce, and which
seeks tariff protection, to say that we will not use the same
measure.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, I wish to join those Sena-
tors who have made the statement that the Senator from Ari-
zona |[Mr, HaypEN] has covered this subject thoroughly. So I
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shall not discuss the source of supply of salt cake and other
salts covered by his amendment. However, there are, Mr.
President, in my State a large number of salt mines, large salt
domes, In the last few years chemical plants have been estab-
lished there, and in the manufacture of hydrochloric acid there
is a by-product which is known as salt cake, which is the sub-
Ject under consideration. Those chemical works are newly
established but are growing very rapidly.

I wish to call the attention of the Senate to the fact that in
1922 there were only 638 tons of salt cake imported into the
United States, but the increase of importations has been so
rapid that in the year 1928 we imported 25,203 tons. I see here
that the value in 1922 per ton was $13.38, and that in 1923 the
priczi went up to $17.81, while in 1928 the price was only $10
per ton.

Mr. President, there are a large number of kraft mills in
my State, whose proprietors have written asking me to oppose
the amendment of the Senator from Arizona, but I supported
the duty which they asked Congress to give them on kraft
paper, and consequently I see no justice in denying the rate
which is asked here to the domestic producers of various kinds
of salts. I therefore propose to support the amendment for
that reason. !

Mr. SHORTRIDGHE. Mr. President, I shall detain the Senate
but for a few moments. I rise to say that I very fully approve
of the position taken by the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY-
DEN]. He has stated the case with clearness and force and has
conclusively demonstrated that we of the West can not compete
with Germany in the production and handling of this product.
Of course, the cost of transportation is to be taken into con-
sideration when fixing a tariff rate. It is perfectly manifest
that railroad transportation rates from the far West to the
market in the Mississippi Valley, for example, are greater than ,
ocean freight rates from across the Atlantic to the same market.
The initial cost of production, the several elements of cost in
handling and transporting are such, as compared with the for-
eign cost, that if we would assist and encourage the American
industry, then a certain rate of duty must be imposed.

I take a deep interest in this item in the bill. I think that a
duty of $5 a ton, even though not as much as the industry needs,
will be helpful. I do not see wherein such a duty would impose
any unjust burden or any appreciable burden upon the paper
maker. I have stood here, Mr. President, and voted again and
yet again to assist the manufacturers, the mills of New England,
of the Atlantic seaboard, and of the Southland. As I under-
stand the theory of protection, in framing a tariff bill we
should have in contemplation the whole Nation and all its
industries—agriculture, manufacturing, and mining.

Having my eye on the State of Alabama, when that State
stood here and argued in favor of a tariff on amorphous and
crystalline graphite—a natural produet of that great State—I
spoke in favor of, and gladly voted for, a rate of duty which I
then thought, and now think, was necessary and adequate. I
call upon honored Senators who were so earnest and so deeply
interested in a mining product of their State to have some
regard for the far West, for Nevada, for Arizona, and—if you
will permit me to say so—for California.

It has been said that a duty of $5 a ton would not be effective
as to salt cake. Those engaged in the production of it think it
would be helpful; and I trust that Senators will give ear to
their appeal, made here to-day so forcefully by the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypEN], and agree to his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). The
question is on the amendment offered by the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HAYDEN].

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr, President, I have here a telegram from the
Tuscaloosa Chamber of Commerce, which reads in part as
follows:

Gulf States Paper Corporation seriously object to duty of $5 a ton on
sodium sulphate.

And they ask that steps be taken to remove this tax. They
were under the impression that it had already been imposed.

The paper industry is a new industry in Alabama. We have
one at Tuscaloosa, and those who own and operate this industry
claim that this salt-cake tax would work a great hardship
upon them.

Mr. HAYDEN. DMr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Arizona?

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. i

Mr. HAYDEN. Does the Senator know how much salt cake
it takes to make a ton of paper?

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not.

Mr. HAYDEN. It takes 1 ton of salt cake to make 5 tons of
paper; so that if this rate of $5 a ton is imposed and is fully
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effective, it will increase the cost of paper by $1 per ton. The
same paper sells for over $100 a ton and has a protective tariff
in this bill of practically $25 a ton.

Mr. HEFLIN. I am speaking for the paper makers of my
State, and they are bitterly opposed to the tax here proposed.
Such a tax would be a burden to every State that uses pine wood
for making paper. Such a tax is not justified, and it ought not
to be levied.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I have had letters from the manu-
facturers of kraft paper in my State, and they tell me that a
very great hardship will be imposed upon them if a duty is put
upon salt cake. They say that it is hard to get enough salt cake
in this country:; that the natural salt-cake production has
amounted to very little up to the present time; that the bulk of
the salt cake that is produced is a by-product of other manufac-
tures, and that they are obliged to purchase some of the foreign
product. Furthermore, they say that if this duty is put on to
help the natural produet they will still have to buy the foreign
salt cake, because it iz impracticable to transport the natural
galt cake from the regions in the West where it is found to the
East. They say that if this amendment is adopted it will cost
them from $1 to $1.50 a ton, at least, more for their paper, and
that they are not making very great profits at the present time.

I very much hope the amendment will not prevail.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Arizona?

Mr. HALE. I yield.

Mr. HAYDEN. Did the manufacturers of kraft paper advise
the Senator that they built up their industry to almost half its
present size solely upon salt cake found in the United States;
that there were no importations of salt cake in the United
States prior to 1922, when 638 fons came in, and that the im-
portation has increased until this year it amounts to over 81,000
tons; and that the only reason for the increase is that the
American producers of salt cake have been put out of business
by cheap by-product salt cake from Germany? In other words,
did they tell the Senator the whole story?

Mr, HALE. What is the American production at the present
time?

Mr. HAYDEN. The American production of salt cake at the
present time is 202,636 tons of by-product salt cake, 23,000 tons
of natural salt cake, and the importations were 81,815 tons,

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the people who want this duty
are the producers of the natural salt cake, not of the by-
product salt cake. The by-product people at the present time
are doing extremely well with their product. It is the pro-
ducers of the natural cake that want the duty, as I under-
stand it.

Mr. HAYDEN, No; the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Brous-
sARrD], who addressed the Senate just a few moments ago, spoke
entirely on behalf of by-product producers of salt cake.

Mr. HALE., They are making a pretty good profit now, I
think.

Mr. HAYDEN., No; they are suffering severe competition
from these German importations.

Mr. HALE. My informant said that on the kraft paper his
particular mill was making a profit of not over $2.50 a ton; and
if this would mean taking away from that profit $1.50 a ton, it
seems to me it would hit them very badly.

I hope the amendment will not prevail.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. Mr, President, when the manufacturers
come before us we give ear, we listen, and we give them what
we consider adequate protection. When the farmer of the West
comes here, when the miner of the West comes here, they are
opposed by these same manufacturers who wet the floor of the
Senate with their tears, claiming that if agriculture or the
mining industry is accorded certain protection, it will work
their—the manufacturers’—ruin.

The time has arrived to speak a little plainly to great manu-
facturing cities and States of the East. I believe in giving them
adequate protection for their own sake, and because their pros-
perity means a market for the products of the farmer and the
miner. I beg to remind them that the prosperity of the miner,
the prosperity of the farmer, is beneficial to the manufacturer;
but let each stand upon his own merits.

I can say this with a certain degree of confidence, and with-
out any embarrassment, because I am the friend of all of these
industries, and believe in giving each and all of them adequate
protection. I repeat what I have heretofore many fimes said—
that I believe in giving adequate protection, be it specific or
ad valorem, whether it be called high or low, high percentage
or low percentage.

I happen to know that as to this particular article the miners
of the West can not compete with the product coming from
across the Atlantic. Therefore, I suggest to the manufacturing
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interests of the East that they be a little more considerate of
the West, a little more helpful to the West, as we, to the ut-
most of our ability, are striving to be helpful to them.

If there is an item in this bill entitled to the protection it
asks, it is this one; and far from prostrating or impoverishing
or bankrupting the paper manufacturers of Maine or of New
England or of any other State—why, such a claim approaches
the absurd.

Mr, HALE. Mr. President, the Senator spoke about this as
a farm product. 1 was not aware that salt cake is a farm

roduet.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, I said the miner and the farmer are
involved.

Mr. HALE. The Senator brought in the farmer,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. 1 certainly did.

Mr. HALE. I do not think the farmer has anything what-
ever to do with it. Furthermore, the Senator from Arizona
said that the bulk of the production of this commodity is from
by-products, and not the natural salt cake. There is a very
small amount of the natural salt cake produced in this country.

Mr, SHORTRIDGH. You must start with the natural prod-
uct; then you get the by-products. We are asking here for $5
on the natural product, which, in eommon terms, is called salt
cake, Its chemical term is known.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. Pardon me just a moment. Let me
reply to my friend from Maine. To illustrate my thoughts as
to tariff legislation I spoke of the farmer, I again speak of
him. Here are three great industries—manufacturing, farm-
ing, and mining to be considered. Of course, the prosperity of
the one in turn flows over upon the others,

In my own great State, in certain mining commaunities once
prosperous, now deserted, the prosperity of the miner assisted
the farmer. The prosperity of the farmer assists the miner. The
prosperity of the miner assisis and benefits the manufacturer;
and, of course, in between are the great transportation industries
of the country, employing hundreds of thousands of skilled and
unskilled labor, and carrying the output of factory, farm, and
mine to their respective markets,

For the last time, I hope, and in the most friendly spirit, I
suggest to our manufacturing friends of the East that they
remember what we have striven to do for them and give ear to
our present appeal for adequate protection.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I will detain the Senate for
but a moment. I have a letter here from a very able lawyer in
Tuscaloosa, Ala., Bernard Harward, in which he says:

The northern kraft-paper mills are importing a large quantity of
wood pulp which they use in manufacturing kraft paper; and that this
wood pulp is on the free list; and that this move on the part of the
interested partles to place salt eake on the dutlable list was an effort
to embarrass the southern kraft-paper manufacturers. If they could
bhave put a tariff of $4 per ton on salt cake that would have meant a
cost of $1 a ton on the southern kraft-paper manufacturers in making
paper,

It seems as if the morthern kraft-paper mills, by reason of the mate-
rial they use do not have to use salt cake, but in manufacturing kraft
paper out of southern pine the southern mills have to use salt cake,
and if this tariff of $4 per ton had been put on salt cake it would
have meant penalizing the southern kraft-paper mills $1 a ton, whereas
the northern mills would still enjoy the right of having wood pulp
brought Into their mills from abroad without any tariff, In other
words, the northern kraft-paper mills would have been able to get their
wood pulp tariff free, whereas the price of anlt cake would have imme-
diately been advanced $4 per ton as soon as this tariff was placed
thereon, and to that extent would have been very detrimental to the
southern kraft-paper mill manufacturers.

I trust that the amendment will be defeated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gquestion is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN].

Mr. HALE. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Let the amendment be stated.

The CHier CLEr. The Senator from Arizona, on page 32,
line 22, moves, after the word “ anhydrous,” to strike out “$4"
and insert in lieu thereof * §5.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the Chief Clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roill.

Mr, HASTINGS (when his name was called). On this vote
I have a general pair with the senior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Brarrox]. Not knowing how he would vote, T
withhold my vote.




4890

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I
have a general pair with the junior Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. SrepHENS]. In his absence, not knowing how he would
vote, I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEx] with the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. OvERMAN] ;

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] with the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON] ;

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Gourp] with the Senator from
Utah [Mr. King];

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] with the
Senator from Iowa [Mr, STECK] ;

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHiPsTEAD] With the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. KeNDRICcK] ; and

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] with the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. HagrisoN].

Mr. CARAWAY (after having voted in the negative). I have
a pair with the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREENE] on
this vote, but I understand that if present he would vote as I
have voted, and therefore I allow my vote to stand.

Mr. SIMMONS. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr., Gmrerr] to the junior Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. BLEAsE] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. On this question I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Gorr]. Not knowing how he would vote, I withhold my vote.
If permitted to vote, I would vote “ yea.”

Mr. McKELLAR. I have a pair with the junior Senator
from Delaware [Mr. Towssenn], which I transfer to the senior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Hawes], and vote “nay.” I do
not know how the Senator from Delaware would vote if present.

The Chief Clerk recapitulated the vote.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, has the senior Senator
from Utah [Mr. Smoor] voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That Senator has not voted.

The result was announced—yeas 26, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—26
Ashuret Grund Metealf Sullivan
Baird Hatfleld Oddie Thomas, Idaho
Bingham Hayden Patterson Walcott
Brookhart Hebert Phtiga:n Waterman
Broussard Johnson Pi Watson
Capper Jones Robsion, Ky.
Goldsborough Kean Shor ge

NAYS—41 -
Allen Fletcher McMaster Bwanson
Bde D e e Frnac

Tge 0!
Blaine Glass Norris Vandenberg
Brock Hale Nye Wagner
Caraway Harris Ransdell Walsh, Mass,
Connally Heflin Sehall Walsh, Mont,
Copeland Keyes Sheppard ‘Wheeler
Couzens La Follette Simmons
Cutting McCulloch Smith
Fees McKellar Steiwer
NOT VOTING—29

Blease Goff. King Bmoot
Borah Gould Moses Bteck
Bratton Greene Overman Stephens
Dale Harrison Pine Thomas, Okla.
Deneen Hastings Reed Townsend
Din Hawes Robinson, Ark.
Gillett Howell Robinson, Ind.
Glenn Kendrick Shipstea

So Mr. Haypex's amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the second
amendment offered by the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, it is obvious that it is unnee-
essary to take a vote on the other two amendments, so I with-
draw them.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I call the attention of the
Senator from Utah to the faet that I offered an amendment a
few days ago, and I ask now to have a vote on it. I do not
think it will take any time. B

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be reported.

The CHIEF Crerg. The Senator from Tennessee moves to
insert the following section in the proper place:

The Secretary of Commerce is hereby directed to cause to be collected
-for the several customs districts statistics showing the movement of
commerce through the porte In such districts in such manner as will
*indicate whether industries enjoying high protection under the tariff
laws of the United States are utilizing American vessels to the greatest
poesible extent or are preferring foreign vessels, and to submit a report
thereon annually to Congress.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask the Senator just what this
amendment means. From hearing it read, I do not think it
asks for any specific information as to whether the industries are
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employing American boats or forelgn boats, and whether it is
coastwise trade or not.

Mr. MCKELLAR. It inguires whether they are utilizing for-
eign boats or American boats. It just asks for information to
be given so that we can have it hereafter. It seems to me it
is very proper,

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection to it going to conference,
but T really do not understand what the amendment means,

Mr. GLASS, Mr. President, is the Senator from Utah willing
to admit that any American industry is enjoying a high degree
of protection? Did he note that phraseology?

Mr. SMOOT. I say, I have not examined the amendment, but
I am willing to let it go to conference,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to immediate
consideration?

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made,

r(liar"’ MCKELLAR.. Mr. President, i8 not the amendment in
order?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not at this time.

Mr. McCKELLAR. I shall offer it later.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I desire to
enter a motion to reconsider the vote by which the Senate con-
curred in the amendment made as in the Committee of the
Whole on page 199, line 16, relating to greeting cards.

Mr. SMOOT. What item is that?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The paper schedule.

Mr. GRUNDY. Mr. President, I desire to enter a motion to
recongsider the votes whereby the Senate concurred in the amend-
ments made as in the Committee of the Whole on page 219, in
lines 1 and 2, respectively, relating to hata.

JOHN N. WILLYS

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, as in open executive session I ask
unanimous consent to report from the Committee on Foreign
Relations a nomination, and if there is no objection I should like
to have consent for its immediate consideration.
tlThe VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the nomina-

on.

The Chief Clerk announced the nomination of John N. Willys
to be ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary to Poland.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the immediate
consideration of the nomination?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Regular order!

The VICE PRESIDENT. The nomination will go to the
Executive Calendar.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I have no objection——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection has been made,

Mr. ASHURST. Yes; but nevertheless I wish the floor for a
moment. The Senator from Washington [Mr. Dmur] is irremedi-
ably opposed to confirmations except when the Senate goes into
executive session. 1 have no objection, but——

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ASHURST. :

Mr, FESS. There has been objection made ; but I wish to say
that I consulted with the Senator from Washington [Mr. Dirv],
and he told me it would be all right in this case.

Mr. ASHURST. Very well

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection having been made, the
nomination will be placed on the Executive Calendar,

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE JAMES P. GLYNN

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Chaffee,
one of its clerks, communicated to the Senate the intelligence
of the death of Hon. James P. GLYNRN, late a Representative
from the State of Connecticut, and transmitted the resolutions
of the House thereon.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I ask that the resolutions of
the House be laid before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
resolutions of the House of Representatives, which will be read.

The Chief Clerk read the resolutions, as follows:

IN THE HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
A March 6, 1930,

Resolved, That the House has heard with profound sorrow of the
death of Hon, JAMEs P, GLYNN, a Representative from the State of
Connecticut,

Resolved, That a committee of 24 Members of the House, with such
Members of the Senate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the
funeral.

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be autherized and
directed to take such steps as may be necessary for carrylng out the
provisions of these resolutions, and that the necessary expenses in con-
nection therewith be paid out of the contingent fund of the House,

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Senate
and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased.
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Resolved, That, as a further mark of respect, this House do mow
adjourn.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President, I offer the following resolu-
tions, and request that they be read by the clerk and considered
by the Senate,

The resolutions (8. Res. 226) were read, considered by
unanimous consent, and unanimously agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the
announcement of the death of Hon. JamEs P. GLYNN, late a Repre-
sentative from the Btate of Connecticut.

Resolved, That a committee of glx Senators be appointed by the Vice
President to join the eommittee appointed on the part of the House of
Representatives to attend the funeral of the d d Repr tative.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family of
the deceased.

Regolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the
deceased Representative the Senate do now take a recess until 11 o'clock
8. m. to-morrow.

Thereupon, the Senate (at 5 o'clock and 5 minutes p. m.),
took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, March 7, 1930, at 11
o'clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TaurspAY, March 6, 1930

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

O Father of mercies, again we are in a sudden pause; but
Thou dost hear and there is no grief but what Thou wilt share.
One of us knows now the end of time and has tasted the death-
less life. We lament that his voice is silent. Like a tired child,
he was folded in Thy arms and rests in the depths of Thy love.
While there are waters of darkness, there is an ocean of light
that kisses the shore line of every soul. O breathe tenderly
upon the stricken one and fill her soul with the peaceful echoes
of Thyself. We thank Thee for that inheritance divine. O let
not any ebbing tide leave us in the smothering sands of neglect.
Blessed Heavenly Father, listen and keep us under Thy perfect
dominion until the very energies of Thy mercy are exhausted
and all sorrow and sighing die away before the great white
throne. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal elerk,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment a
joint resolution of the House of the following title:

H. J. Res. 210. Joint resolution to authorize an appropriation
for the expenses of official delegates to the Fourth World's
Poultry Congress, to be held in England in 1930.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed a
bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of the House
is requested :

S.2828. An act authorizing commissioners or members of in-
ternational tribunals te administer oaths, to subpena witnesses
and records, and to punish for contempt.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 2093) entitled “An act
for the relief of the State of Alabama for damage to and
destruction of roads and bridges by floods in 1929.”

The message also announced that the Senate disagrees to the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 15) entitled “An act to
amend the act entitled ‘An act to amend the act entitled “An
act for the retirement of employees in the classified civil service,
and for other purposes,” approved May 22, 1920, and aects in
amendment therecof,’ approved July 3, 1926, as amended,” re-
quests a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appolnts Mr. DAL, Mr. CouzeNs,
and Mr. McKELLAR to be the conferees on the part of the Senate.

ORDER OF BUBINESS

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the order by which the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Earon]
wias given leave to address the House for 30 minutes be trans-
ferred to next Tuesday.

. GARNER. Let me ask the gentleman, Were there not
other special orders for this morning?

Mr. TILSON. Yes.

Mr, GARNER. Will the gentleman follow with requests for
the transfer of the others?

Mr. TILSON. Yes.
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rer. ?GARNEB. Why not ask for the transfer of all of the
orders

Mr. TILSON. Because they do not wish to be transferred
to the same date. Different action is desired in the other
cases.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks una-
nimous consent that the order relating to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr., EatoN] be transferred to next Tuesday. Is
there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. TILSON. Now, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the orders by which the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SirovicH], the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. DoueHTON],
and the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. JoHNsoN] were given
leave to address the House to-day may be transferred to to-
morrow, immediately following the special orders that hereto-
fore have been made for to-morrow.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connectieut asks
unanimous consent that the time granted the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SmovicH], the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. DoveHTON], and the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. JouN-
soN] may be in order to-morrow following the address of the
g;entleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpia]l. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. BRUMM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 30 minutes immediately following the
address of the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Eaton], on
next Tuesday morning, on the subject of coal.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

- There was no objection.
SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of
the Senate of the following titles: 2

S.846. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to
convey to the State of Michigan for park purposes the Cheboy-
gan Lighthouse Reservation, Mich.;

8. 1487, An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to
permit the erection of a building for use as a residence for the
Protestant chaplain at the National Leper Home at Carville,
La., and for other purposes; §

8. 2668. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Mis-
souri-Kansas-Texas Railway Co. to construet, maintain, and
operate a railroad bridge across the Missouri River at Boon-
ville, Mo., in substitution for and in lieu of an existing bridge
constructed under the authority of an act entitled “An act to
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River
at Boonville, Mo.” approved May 11, 1872;

8.3030. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the further development of agricultural extension work
between the agricultural eolleges in the several States receiving
the benefits of the aect entitled ‘An act donating public lands
to the several States and Territories which may provide colleges
for the benefit of agriculture and the mechanic arts,” approved
July 2, 1862, and all acts supplementary thereto, and the United:
States Department of Agriculture,” approved May 22, 1928; and

8.8193. An act to authorize the Styte Roads Commission of
Maryland to construct a highway bridge across the Nanticoke
River at Vienna, in Dorchester County, Md.

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE JAMES P. GLYNN

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, it is my sad duty to announce
to the House the sudden death of my beloved colleague James P,
GLYNN, late a Representative from Connecticut. I send to the
Clerk's desk a resolution and ask for its immediate consid-
eration,

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 181

Resolved, That the House has heard with profound sorrow of the
death of Hon. JamEs P. GLYNN, a Representative from the State of
Connecticut,

Resolved, That a committee of 24 Members of the House, with such
Members of the Benate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the
funeral.

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized and
directed to take such steps as may be necessary for carrying out the
provisions of these resolutions, and that the necessary expensecs in
connection therewith be pald out of the contingent fund of the House.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Senate
and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased.

The resolutions were agreed to. .

The SPEAKER appointed the following committee:

Hon. Jorx Q. TomsoN, of Connecticut; Hon. Wrinrzam H.
Starrorp, of Wisconsin; Hon. RicHARD P. FreEMAN, of Connec-
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ticut; Hon. W. Frang JamEes, of Michigan; Hon. SoHUYLER
MeerrrT, of Connecticut; Hon. Harry C. RANSLEY, of Pennsyl-
vania ; Hon. H. Harr FENN, of Connecticut; Hon. B. CArRroLL
Rerpor, of Tennessee; Hon., Joun O. Speaxs, of Ohio; Hon.
Harry M. WurzBaoH, of Texas; Hon. J. MAYHEW WAINWEIGHT,
of New York; Hon. WiLLiam R. Jornsoxn, of Illinois; Hon,
Frorescr P. KAuN, of California; Hon, Harorp G. HoFFMAN,
of New Jersey; Hon. Trmomas C. CocHrAN, of Pennsylvania;
Hon. Groree M. PrrrcHAED, of North Carolina; Hon. Percy E.
Quiw, of Mississippi; Hon. Huserr F. Frsuer, of Tennessee;
Hon, DaNIEL B. GArreTT, 0f Texas; Hon. Joax J. McSwAIN, of
South Carolina; Hon, Lister Hir, of Alabama; Hon. Lewis
W. Doveras, of Arizona; Hon. Wittiam J. GRANFIELD, of Mas-
sachusetts ; and Hon. Vicror 8. K. HousTton, of Hawaili,

. The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the remaining reso-
ution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, as a further mark of respect this House do now adjourn.
The resolution was agreed to.
ADJOURNMENT

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 13 minutes p. m.) the House
adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, March 7, 1930, at 12 o’clock
noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Friday, March 7, 1930, as reported
to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
(10.30 a. m.)
To amend the Federal farm loan act (H. R. 9433).
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
(10 a. m.)

To create in the Treasury Department a burean of narcotics
(H. R. 9053).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

359. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Public
Printer, transmitting report of an accumulation of papers which
are not needed in the transaction of publie business and have
no permanent value or historical interest, was taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred to the Committee on Disposi-
tion of Useless Executive Papers.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 7968. A bill authorizing the States
of Texas and Oklahoma to construct, maintain, and operate a
free highway bridge across the Red River at or near United
States Highway No. 77, between the towns of Gainesville, Tex.,
and Marietta, Okla.; with amendment (Rept. No. 853). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clanse 3 of Rule XXII, publie bills and resolutions were
introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BECK: A bill (H. R. 10554) to establish a national
Lincoln museum and veterans' headquarters in the building
known as Ford's Theater; to the Committee on the Distriet of
Columbia.

By Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 10555) to pay
25 per cent of the face value of adjusted-compensation certifi-
cates to veterans of the World War, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 10556) making retired officers
and enlisted personnel of both sexes of the Regular Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps, eligible for admission to the United States
hospital of any branch of the service and to hospitals of the
Veterans' Bureau, and to hospitals of the National Home for
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers on a parity with the honorably
discharged officer or enlisted personnel; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. GLOVER: A bill (H. R. 10557) to improve Govern-
ment property abutting on Whittington Avenue, Hot Springs,
National Park, Ark., by consiructing Government’s proportional
part of concrete improvement, said property being situated in the
city of Hot Springs, Hot Springs National Park, Ark.; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.
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Dy Mr. RANKIN: A bill (H. R. 10558) to provide for the
commemoration of the Battle of Ackia in Mississippi: to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD : A bill (H. R. 10559) to authorize the
erection of an addition to the existing Veterans’ Bureau Hos-
pital plant, No. 97, at Chillicothe, Ohio, and to authorize the
appropriation therefor; to the Committee on World War Vet-
erans’ Legislation.

By Mr. BRAND of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 10560) to amend
section 22 of the Federal reserve act; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PORTER: A bill (H. R. 10561) to create in the
Treasury Department a bureau of narcotics, and for other pur-
poses ; to the Committes on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H, R. 10562) for the relief of John
Sanford Tillotson; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 10563) for the relief of
Charles A. Brown; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 10564) granting a pension to
Martha O. Howe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, KENDALL of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 10565)
granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth Tressler; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KINZER: A bill (H. R. 10566) granting an increase
oif pension to Annie J. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 10567) granting an increase of pension to
Caroline Wolf; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHREVE: A bill (H. R. 10568) for the relief of Nellie
Barnard; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 10569) granting an increase of
pension to Orpha Willett ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 10570) for the relief of
Samuel Kelly; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. WOLFENDEN: A bill (H. R. 10571) for the relief
of the Rakestraw-Pyle Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CHINDBLOM : A bill (H. R. 10572) for the relief of
Paul D. May ; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

5359. By Mr. BACON: Petition of residents of Long Island,
urging the passage of the bill providing for the ecreation of a
national department of education; to the Committee on Educa-
tion,

5360. Also, petition of residents of Long Island, urging in-
creased pensions for Spanish-American War veterans and
widows of veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

5361. By Mr. BECK : Petition of Frederick O. Woodward and
45 others, residents of Philadelphia, in support of House bill
2562, to provide increased rates of pensions for veterans of the
Spanish War; to the Committee on Pensions. :

5362. By Mr. BLOOM : Petition of citizens of the city of New
York, urging speedy consideration and passage of Senate hill
476 and House bill 2562, providing for increased rates of pension
to the men who served in the armed forces of the United States
during the Spanish War period; to the Committee on Pensions.

5363. By Mr. CLARKE of New York: Petition of Edgar H.
Fox and 50 citizens of Delaware County, asking support of
House hill 2562 and Senate Dbill 476, increasing pensions of
Spanish War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions,

5364. By Mr. DOWELL: Petition of citizens of Polk County,
Towa, urging the passage of House bill 2562, granting an increase
of pensions to Spanish-American War veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

5365. By Mr. FENN: Petition of citizens of Bast Hartford,
Conn., favoring the passage of Senate bill 476 and House bill
2562, to inerease the pensions of veterans of the Spanish-Ameri-
can War; to the Committee on Pensions.

5366. By Mr. JOHNSTON of Missouri: Petition of sundry
citizens of Astoria, Embree, and Manes, Mo., praying for the
passage of legislation granting increased pensions to Spanish
War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

5367. By Mr. KENDALL of Kentucky: Petition of the citizens
of Menifee County, in which they urge the passage of Senate
bill 476 and House bill 2562 ; to the Committee on Pensions,

5268, By Mr. NIEDRINGHAUS : Petition of W. T. Ellegood
and 53 other citizens of St. Louis, Mo., urging passage of Senate
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bill 476 and House bill 2502 providing for increased rates of
pension to the men who served in the armed forces of the United
States during the Spanish-War period; to the Committee on
Pensions.

5369. By Mr. SELVIG: Petition of World War veterans’ or-
ganizations at Sunmount, N. Y., and Fort Bayard, N. Mex.,, urg-
ing support of petition to bring Rankin bill to the floor of the
House ; to the Conmittee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

5370. Also, petition of Renville Cooperative Creamery, Ren-
ville Farmers Blevator Co., Renville Shipping Association, and
Farmers Cooperative Oil Co., of Renville, Minn., urging enact-
ment of adequate tariff rates for agriculture—the American
market to be supplied by the American farmer, in so far as he
is able to supply it; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

5371. Also, petition of Flax-li-num Co. of St. Panl, Minn.,
C. C. Martin, president, urging that tariff on palm fiber be in-
creased in order to raise price farmers receive for threshed flax
straw ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5372, Also, petition of Hannaher & O'Neil, of Moorhead, Minn.,
urging enactment of House bill 11, known as the resale price
maintenance bill; to the Conmmittee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

5373. Also, petition of T, M. Thomson, member Veterans of
Foreign Wars' legislative committee, in support of House bill
7888 providing for total permanent disability for veterans who
have lost an arm or leg or suffered loss of sight or hearing
while serving in the World War; to the Committee on World
War Veterans' Legislation.

5374. By Mr. SLOAN: Petition of Gordon Smith and 64
others urging passage of Senate bill 476 and House bill 2562
providing for increased rates of pension to the men who served
in the armed forces of the United States during the Spanish
War period; to the Committee on Pensions.

5375. By Mr. SPEAKS: Petition signed by 70 citizens of
Columbus, Ohio, urging support of House bill 2562 proposing
increased pension rates for Spanish War veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

B5376. By Mr. TURPIN: Petition of citizens of Luzerne
County, Pa., favoring the passage of Senate bill 476 or House bill
2562 ; to the Committee on Pensions.

5377. By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH : Petition of Charles H.
Fisher and several residents of Weymouth, Mass,, urging the
passage of House bill 2562 to increase the pensions of the
Spanish War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions,

SENATE
Froay, March 7, 1930
(Legislative day of Monday, Jenuary 6, 1930)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
Tecess.
CUSTOMS CENSORSHIP OF IMPORTED LITERATURH

Mr. CUTTING. DMr. President, because of the unexpectedly
early recess yesterday afternoon I was unable to present at that
time a petition which I had received from more than 500 educa-
tors, ministers, editors, librarians, authors, and other intellec-
tual leaders of the United States, who are protesting against
the present system of censorship by customs inspectors as pro-
vided in paragraph 305 of the tariff bill.

While I have had nothing personally to do with the prepara-
tion or circulation of the petition, I understand it was sent out
through the National Popular Government League in order to
test the opinion of censorship held by those citizens of the Na-
tion most fitted by training and experience to judge.

The original framers and signers of the petition were Prof.
Isaac E. Ash, of Ohio University; Prof. Charles A, Beard,
author of Rise of American Civilization and countless other
sociological works; Prof. Zachariah Chafee, jr., of the Harvard
Law School; Prof. John Dewey, of Columbia University; Mr,
Judson Xing, director the National Popular Government League ;
Prof. Joseph Mayer, executive secretary and treasurer of the
American Association of University Professors; Dr. Harold G.
Monulton, president of the Brookings Institution; Dean Roscoe
Pound, of the Harvard Law School; Jackson H. Ralston, of
California, attorney and author; Prof. E. A. Ross, of Wisconsin
University ; and William Allen White, of Kansas, editor and
author.

I shall not read the list of signatures, but I shall be very
glad if each Senator will read it for himself after it appears in
the Recorp. It seems to me it is a most impressive demonstra-
tion of the unanimity on this subject on the part of men who
bil;uggher respects differ in opinion, occupation, and political
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The petition is very brief and I shall read it to the Senate,
because it so admirably illustrates the resentment of all pro-
gressive and forward-looking people toward the suppression of
free thought and free speech embodied in section 305 of the pend-
ing tariff bill.

I had intended to say that Swift and Voltaire would have en-
joyed the final ironic suggestion contained in the last paragraph,
but on reading this morning's papers I find that the lot of the
ironist is hard. Many of the papers have taken seriously a sug-
gestion made by these educators that a commission be intrusted
with the duty of deciding how much of ancient literature and of
modern science should be allowed to reach the libraries, the
scientists, and the statesmen of twentieth century America.
Therefore I warn the Senate that the last paragraph of the
petition is intended in a semisarcastic vein.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. CUTTING. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. Do I understand the Senator to warn us
about some sarcastic matter to which he is about to refer?

Mr. CUTTING. I think, perhaps, the Senator himself has
had experience with matter which has been taken seriously con-
trary to the wishes of the author.

Mr. JOHNSON. I was going to suggest that the Senator
label it and send it to the press gallery, otherwise it might be
misunderstood.

Mr. CUTTING. I include the occupants of the press gallery
at the suggestion of the Senator from California.

Mr, WATSON. Mr. President, is the question of censorship
before the Senate at this time?

Mr. CUTTING. No. This is a petition which I received
yesterday and which I am about to read to the Senate. The
petition reads as follows:

FETITION TO CONGRESS

Whereas section 305 of the existing tariff bill now contains a large
and general power of censorship over lmported literature, which permits
customs inspectors and courts to exclude from entry works of Chaucer,
Shakespeare, Delfoe, Swift, Fielding, Smollet, Aristophanes, Ovid, Dante,
Voltaire, Roussean, Tolstoy, Swedenborg, Ibsen, and Zola, and contem-
porary writers of great distinction in other countries; also to exclude
scientific books in the fields of medicine, psychology, ete.; and

Whereas it Is proposed in the pending tariff bill to extend this censor-
ship to include all literature and empower customs clerks and judges
to exclude from entry the works of leading thinkers of Portugal, Spain,
Italy, Yugoslavia, Russia, and other countries, and certain speeches of
the Chancellor of Germany and Premier of Great Britain which contain
political and economic ideas contrary to those prevailing in the United
States:

We, the undersigned, respectfully request the Congress of the United
States to remove the existing censorship from foreign literature and to
decline to extend it.

But if Congress in its wisdom thinks it necessary to protect American
citizens at large against literature of this character, we respectfully
beg to suggest that it create a commission of five, no more than three
members to be of the same political party, to supervise the enfry of
literature with the view that the Library of Congress, college and uni-
versity libraries, and other accredited libraries may import, with the
consent of the commission, works otherwise deemed objectionable, that
such works may, under proper safeguards, be consulted by mature
students, editors, and writers on foreign affairs, the Department of
State, Members of Congress, other statesmen, and scientists in order
that trustworthy experts may become acquainted with the literature and
opinions of various countries with which the United States maintains
commercial if not diplomatic relations,

The petition is signed by 28 university and college presidents;
18 deans and heads of departments; 26 clergymen and teachers
of religion; 23 leading librarians; 30 judges, lawyers, and pro-
fessors of law; 38 editors of magazines and newspapers; over
100 scientists and teachers of science; over 100 professors of
liberal arts; some 20 novelists, poets, and authors of national
and international distinction; and many other men and women
who may truly be said to have national reputations.

1 ask that the letter accompanying the petition and the signa-
tures to the petition be printed in the Recorbp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The letter and the signatures to the petition are as follows:

NATIONAL PoPULAR GOVERNMENT LEAGUR,
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1930,
Hon. Broxsox CUTTING,
HBenate Office Buwilding, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sim: I inclose herewith, with request that it be presented to

Congress, a_petition which indicates the attitude of leaders of thought

-
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